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Foreword 



Richard Leo Enos 

Holder of the Lillian Radford Chair of Rhetoric and Composition 
Texas Christian University 



M ost of us look forward to receiving our academic journals 
in the mail, but the November 1983 issue of College En- 
glish turned out to be more gratifying than anyone at Carnegie 
Mellon University could ever have hoped for — including Rich- 
ard E. Young. In that issue, Carnegie Mellon was recognized as 
having one of the premier rhetoric programs in the country. At 
the time, the rhetoric program was only in its fourth year, if you 
count one year of planning (1979) and three years in operation. 
I still recall how modest Richard was when he mentioned this 
achievement to me in his office. As the director of graduate stud- 
ies, however, I saw this validation in anything but casual terms. 
While my expectations had been high, I was in a state of eupho- 
ria that our program was being recognized at such an early stage 
of its existence. Consequently, I only remember the next two hours 
as a blur. I photocopied the essay, highlighted the important parts 
regarding Carnegie Mellon, and personally hand-carried the re- 
sults over to the administrative assistant of our university presi- 
dent, Richard M. Cyert. Not long after I had walked back across 
campus and returned to my office, my telephone rang. President 
Cyert was requesting that I give him an unhighlighted copy of 
College English so that he could distribute the essay to the trust- 
ees of the university! Of course, those who know Richard Young 
know that his contributions were well underway before he left 
the University of Michigan to found the rhetoric program at 
Carnegie Mellon, and that his contributions would continue long 
after that moment in November of 1983. Yet, as Richard Young’s 
colleague and friend during both our Michigan and Carnegie 
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Mellon days, I would say that if I had to select one moment when 
all of Richard Young’s hard work, genius, and diligence were first 
realized, it would be that morning in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania. 

Despite his modesty, it is nonetheless evident to me that Ri- 
chard Young’s vision was no less ambitious than to change the 
landscape of the field of English studies. Young’s effort was not 
merely to “reclaim” rhetoric for English but to reconceptualize 
what rhetoric is and, in doing so, change forever our idea of what 
English is, does, and offers. As editor Maureen Daly Goggin points 
out. Young’s contributions, broadly cast, fall into two major 
groups: the study of writing and the teaching of writing. That is. 
Young sought to improve the discipline by studying writing seri- 
ously and to implement that knowledge by refining heuristic pro- 
cedures that qualitatively enhance the teaching of writing. These 
two groups provide the basis for the three major rubrics of this 
volume. The first. Field: Reflections on the Past, Present, and 
Future of the Discipline, offers four essays that take up issues of 
disciplinarity. The second. Wave: Temporal and Spatial Explora- 
tions of Rhetorical Theory and Practice, offers an extensive col- 
lection of essays that reconceptualize rhetoric. This rubric certainly 
reflects Young’s own scholarly profile, for much of the inspira- 
tion for his own research draws on sources ranging from litera- 
ture, linguistics, history, and psychology. Finally, Particle: 
Pedagogical Applications of Rhetoric reflects Young’s interest in 
research applications, useful not only in the English classroom 
but in classrooms across the university. Central to that reform, 
particularly in the latter years of his career, was the teaching of 
writing across the curriculum (WAC). In this respect, and reflected 
in the essays that constitute these three rubrics. Young sought to 
change the field by changing the idea of the university itself; see- 
ing WAC as a site for study is yet another manifestation of Young’s 
efforts to implement the study of rhetoric into the teaching of 
writing. The impact of WAC is macroscopic, for it transforms 
the entire university into a research-based classroom. 

As is evident by the contributions that make up this collec- 
tion, the benefits Richard Young brought about for the universi- 
ties in which he taught, as well as for the field of rhetoric and 
composition, are only just beginning to be realized. In one re- 
spect, these benefits have already been thoroughly explored by 
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one of his most distinguished students and a contributor to this 
volume, Janice Lauer, in the Encyclopedia of Rhetoric and Com- 
position (775-76). Lauer’s account of Richard E. Young’s ideas 
and work describes clearly the qualities that make this volume 
such an appropriate tribute. As a scholar, Young worked with 
Alton Becker and Kenneth Pike to pioneer a line of research in 
rhetoric and composition that would emerge as a paradigm for 
our field. Their text. Rhetoric: Discovery and Change^ has be- 
come one of the cornerstones of research-based instruction that 
has revolutionized the field of composition. The organizing ru- 
brics for this volume — field, wave, and particle — echo the heu- 
ristics of their tagmemic rhetoric. 

As stellar as his scholarly accomplishments are, many argue 
that it is Richard Young’s successful development of the doctoral 
program in rhetoric at Carnegie Mellon that ranks among his 
greatest contributions to our field. Young was also influential in 
making the improvement of the teaching of writing a major com- 
mitment of the National Endowment for the Humanities (NEH). 
For several years. Young coordinated NEH seminars, adjudicated 
the merits of NEH proposals, and advised NEH on the direction 
of writing research in the humanities. Out of his NEH seminars 
have emerged some of the most influential leaders of rhetoric 
and composition. In this collection, in fact, readers will be able 
to see for themselves just how acutely aware the authors are of 
their NEH experiences with Richard Young. One of Young’s 
former NEH students, the late James A. Berlin, spoke of his former 
mentor’s pedagogical contributions in his 1996 NCTE book. 
Rhetorics, Poetics, and Cultures: Refiguring College English Stud- 
ies. Here also, in the area of application, we see the authors of 
this collection building on the research inspired by Young in ways 
that improve the teaching of writing and the integration of writ- 
ing within the curricula of colleges across the country. 

Finally, with Richard Young’s direction and influence, rheto- 
ric and composition once again has come to be seen as a serious 
enterprise within English studies. Young’s educational contribu- 
tions in graduate education have made a major and enduring 
impact on the field. Students who have earned doctorates in rheto- 
ric in Young’s programs at Michigan and Carnegie Mellon have 
gone on to establish and contribute to rhetoric and composition 
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programs throughout the country. The measure of Young’s suc- 
cess can be easily ascertained by the contributions of students 
and faculty. His most pervasive impact, however, may have been 
the indirect influence of his educational reforms on writing in- 
struction. Young directed that research and teaching be both schol- 
arly and serviceable; students learned not only through the richness 
of historical studies and the close analysis of empirical research 
but also through applying such knowledge to the teaching of 
writing. 

According to an old saying, “There is no significant change 
without resistance.” Perhaps that morning in November of 1983 
is so clearly fixed in my mind because I appreciate the affirma- 
tion that was due Richard Young and those scholars of his gen- 
eration who had worked so hard to bring about changes not 
only in the teaching and research of rhetoric but in the very men- 
tality of English studies. Rhetoric and composition has now re- 
turned as a full, contributing partner to the field of English. Those 
of us who have been associated with Richard Young for decades 
realize the numerous personal sacrifices he has made to secure 
the achievements outlined here. It would indeed be difficult to 
imagine what rhetoric and composition would be like without 
his substantial contributions. We are all in his debt, and there is 
no better rhetorical moment to acknowledge this contribution 
than a Festschrift which, appropriately, celebrates his contribu- 
tions through writing. 
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Introduction 

A Genealogy on Genealogies 

Maureen Daly Goggin 
Arizona State University 



One of the most effective remedies to the divisiveness in 
our profession over writing is what we know how to do 
best. That is, we can investigate, seriously, as scholars, 
the assumptions that underlie established practices and 
habits about writing, and then allow what we learn to 
guide the conduct of our professional lives. 

Richard E. Young, “Tracing Round the Frame’: 
Thinking about Writing in Departments of English” 



J nventing a Discipline: Rhetoric Scholarship in Honor of Rich- 
ard E. Young presents a collection of scholarly essays written 
to pay tribute to Richard E. Young. Each contributor to this vol- 
ume has heeded Young’s call to “investigate, seriously, as schol- 
ars, the assumptions that underlie established practices and habits 
about writing” (“Tracing’”164). The term inventing in the title 
turns on multiple meanings. It invokes not only Young’s impor- 
tant contributions to research, scholarship, and pedagogy on in- 
vention, and the rich body of scholarship sparked by his work, 
but it also highlights his influence in the profession as a mentor 
and colleague. 

Richard E. Young deserves recognition for the many signifi- 
cant contributions he has made to the discipline of rhetoric and 
composition. And as anyone well acquainted with Young would 
certainly know, the best way to pay tribute to him is through a 
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collection of rigorous scholarly articles that explore vital ques- 
tions concerning literate practices — that is, multiple, complex, 
interdependent reading and writing practices. This book, how- 
ever, is not a Festschrift in the traditional sense of that term. Rather, 
in the spirit of Young’s advocacy for careful and rigorous schol- 
arship on significant problems, the essays in this book tackle, 
through a variety of perspectives and methods, complex ques- 
tions concerning theories and pedagogies of literate practices. 

A Brief Consideration of 
Richard Young’s Contributions 

As a scholar, teacher, and mentor. Young manifests the qualities 
of vir bonus dicendi peritus^ the good man speaking well. As 
Scott Consigny observes, “the rhetor’s task is not to answer ques- 
tions and solve well-formulated problems, but rather to be able 
to ask good questions and to formulate or discover relevant prob- 
lems in an indeterminate situation” (61). Throughout his career. 
Young has asked good questions that have helped to refocus at- 
tention on rhetorical invention as a dynamic process worthy of 
scholarly and pedagogical attention. This is the Young many know 
from his publications. But his influence and contributions ex- 
tend far beyond the material that has appeared under his name 
in print. This volume may be understood as a partial genealogy 
of that influence. 

In “Working on the Margin,” Richard Young recalls some of 
the forces that motivated his scholarly and professional interest 
in rhetoric and specifically in rhetorical invention. Shortly after 
completing his Ph.D. in 1964 in Victorian literature at the Uni- 
versity of Michigan, Young attended a seminar devoted to the 
study of rhetoric that was authorized in December of that year 
by the Conference on College Composition and Communication 
(CCCC) Executive Committee (Gorrell 138). A few years later, 
he became one of the founding members of the Rhetoric Society 
of America (RSA). (See Goggin, “Composing” 332 and “Rheto- 
ric” on the origins of RSA and Young’s contributions to the or- 
ganization.) What is important is that Young turned his attention 
to rhetoric at a time when, in his words, “to work in the field of 
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rhetoric was really to be on the margin” (“Working” 325). It 
was a time when those in rhetoric and composition were strug- 
gling to construct a disciplinary identity (Goggin, Authoring^ 
“Composing” 329-34). As Young observes of his early work with 
Kenneth Pike and Alton Becker, “we saw ourselves as part of a 
widespread collaboration to create a new rhetoric and with that 
a new discipline that would take its place beside linguistics and 
literary studies” (“Working” 329). Indeed, Young’s scholarship, 
professional interactions, and mentoring have contributed in a 
very literal sense to inventing the discipline of rhetoric and com- 
position. 

Karen Burke LeFevre notes that “invention in any field is a 

continuous process of problem-solving Inventors in any sphere 

are fortunate if they inherit good problems that serve as an impe- 
tus for invention” (90). Many in our field have been fortunate in 
inheriting good problems from Young (e.g., “Invention”; “Para- 
digms”; “Problems”; “Recent”; “Tracing”’; and Young and Liu). 
His questions have sparked important scholarship such as 
LeFevre’s Invention as a Social Act, in which she acknowledges 
that “Richard E. Young’s exemplary work first drew me to the 
topic of rhetorical invention” (xiv). As a teacher and a mentor. 
Young has inspired other significant contributions, particularly 
through his National Endowment for the Humanities (NEH) 
seminars. For example, in Rhetoric and Reality James Berlin ex- 
plicitly acknowledges his “year with Richard Young at Carnegie- 
Mellon University” for contributing to his monograph, and he 
acknowledges Young’s influence less explicitly in Writing Instruc- 
tion in Nineteenth‘Century American Colleges when he thanks 
the NEH for “a fellowship in residence for college teachers in 
1978-1979” (xi). Similarly, in their landmark essay “Audience 
Addressed/Audience Invoked,” Lisa Ede and Andrea Lunsford 
trace the genesis of this work to the very same seminar when 
they write, “one of us became interested in the concept of audi- 
ence during an NEH Seminar” (255). The “one of us” was Lisa 
Ede, who attended the 1978-79 seminar. Finally, Victor Vitanza, 
who attended the same year-long NEH seminar, explains the in- 
ception of the scholarly journal PrelText in this way: “We were 
all working with Richard Young, who in part created the condi- 
tions for the possibilities of P/T” (xvii). (These are only a hand- 
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ful of the many examples; for a study of Young’s contributions to 
the field through his NEH seminars, see Almagno.) 

The NEH seminars, and Richard Young’s leadership in them, 
were crucial for helping to establish the nascent discipline of rheto- 
ric and composition. They were offered at a time when only a 
few budding graduate programs were available in the field, thus 
providing an opportunity for many scholars, most of whom had 
been trained in literary studies, to retool themselves in rhetoric 
and composition. Perhaps less visible but no less important was 
Young’s creation of the graduate program in rhetoric at Carnegie 
Mellon University, an accomplishment Richard Enos addresses 
more fully in his Foreword to this collection. Young designed the 
program to link the study of rhetoric with multiple disciplinary 
lenses from the sciences, social sciences, and humanities that en- 
courage a variety of empirical, historical, hermeneutical, and theo- 
retical approaches, and in so doing he anticipated the 
cross-disciplinary work and blurring of boundaries that is be- 
coming increasingly common in academia today. 

Crossing methodological boundaries is a hallmark of Young’s 
own scholarship. His work has spanned multiple and diverse 
modes of inquiry, including, among others, theoretical (Young 
and Becker “Toward”), historical (Young and Goggin), and em- 
pirical (Palmquist and Young); he has also tackled multiple ob- 
jects of study, including invention (“Paradigms,” “Recent”), 
rhetorical theory and pedagogy (Young, Becker, and Pike), dis- 
course (Young and Becker, “The Role”), writing across the cur- 
riculum (“Designing”), writing program administration (“Some 
Presuppositions”), and the profession of rhetoric and composi- 
tion (“Tracing,”’ “Working”). 

In this multimodal work, one sees a dynamic paradigm for 
the discipline today, the roots of which Young helped to plant. 
Anne Ruggles Gere rightly characterizes the discipline of rheto- 
ric and composition not as “a bounded territory, one that can be 
distinguished and set apart,” but rather as “‘a complex of forces,’ 
... a kind of charged space in which multiple ‘sites’ of interac- 
tion appear” (4); Lynn Bloom defines it as a “multidisciplinary, 
eclectic, widely inclusive rather than exclusive” endeavor (274); 
and Janice Lauer has accurately described our field as a “dappled 
discipline” because researchers and scholars in rhetoric and com- 
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position explore complex questions and problems regarding lit- 
erate practices through a variety of methodological and theoreti- 
cal lenses (“Composition,” “Rhetoric”). 

Young’s scholarly work has both implicitly and explicitly ad- 
vocated converging multiple perspectives to address these kinds 
of complex problems. For example, in his landmark article “Con- 
cepts of Art and the Teaching of Writing,” Young traces two 
apparently incompatible concepts of art in rhetoric, what he terms 
art as glamour (or mystery) and art as grammar (or techne). Young 
concludes that given the durability of these two competing con- 
cepts of art, they may both be true on some level. He recom- 
mends the following: 

[We] [as scholars] can respond by considering the possibility 
that behind art as glamour and art as grammar there may be a 
more adequate conception of rhetorical art that does not lead 
us to affirm the importance of certain psychological powers at 
the cost of denying the importance of others. If we choose this 
last course of action, we might begin with a scholarly investi- 
gation of the role of heuristic procedures in the rhetorical pro- 
cess, since they call into play both our reason and our 
imagination. (202) 

Young is not advocating a naive yoking of incompatible perspec- 
tives but rather a dynamic epistemology that recognizes the com- 
plexities of language, thought, action, context, and rhetorical 
practices. In this view is an argument for what Vitanza in this 
collection describes as a third term that disrupts the binary con- 
structs of modernity.^ It is a perspective that Young advocated as 
early as 1965, when with Alton Becker he wrote: “A tagmemic 
rhetoric stands somewhere between the rigorous theories of sci- 
ence and the almost purely intuitive theories of the humanities. 
We see no reason to reject the insights of either the former or the 
latter, believing that all new knowledge — like the process of writ- 
ing itself — involves both intuitive analogy and formal precision” 
(“Toward” 468). Here rhetoric is understood as encompassing 
both noesis (knowledge making — science) and poiesis (creation — 
art) and therefore does not fit neatly into the modernist catego- 
ries of arts and sciences that academia has used to define its 
endeavors. In this robust rhetoric, as in Young’s whole oeuvre. 
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lies the potential for conceiving of a discipline and pedagogy of 
rhetoric. 

This collection not only acknowledges the powerful and in- 
fluential contributions Richard Young has made, but it also re- 
sponds to his invitation, offered with Becker and Pike, ‘To 
participate in the process of creating a rhetoric adequate to our 
times” (361). This book is not a final word — that would be anti- 
thetical to the principles of Young and the scholars writing here — 
but rather a generative tool, a heuristic, if you will, for future 
teachers and scholars who will take up the challenge of creating 
new rhetorics adequate to their times and places. 

The Contributors and Their Contributions 

Each of the contributors to this collection has heeded Young’s 
call to engage in serious scholarly investigations of the “assump- 
tions that underlie established practices and habits about writ- 
ing” (“‘Tracing’” 164). Further, as Young’s own range of 
scholarship demonstrates, the contributors study a diverse array 
of disciplinary objects, situate their work in a wide matrix of 
theoretical perspectives, and engage in multiple modes of inquiry 
and multiple discourses. As such, they represent a microcosm of 
the discipline. This collection contains essays that are historical 
(Bazerman; Goggin and Beatty; Lauer; Paul and Blakeslee; Horner; 
Schnakenberg), philosophical and theoretical (Garver; Inkster; 
Vitanza; Watson), and empirical (Berkenkotter; Long; Greene and 
Nowacek; Palmquist; Sipple, Sipple, and Carson). The objects of 
study tackled also intersect with those to which Young has de- 
voted his scholarly life: invention (Vitanza), rhetorical pedagogy 
(Petraglia; Berkenkotter; Greene and Nowacek; Palmquist; 
Schnakenberg; Sipple, Sipple and Carson), rhetorical theory 
(Inkster; Garver; Horner; Vitanza), discourse (Odell and 
McGrane), writing across the curriculum (Watson; Palmquist; 
Sipple, Sipple, and Carson; Greene and Nowacek), and the disci- 
pline and profession of rhetoric and composition (Bazerman; 
Goggin and Beatty; Lauer; Petraglia; Schnakenberg). These es- 
says further support a tripartite epistemic view of rhetoric as con- 
cerned with creating knowledge (Bazerman; Lauer; Inkster; 
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Garwer)^ preserving knowledge (Horner; Garver; Schnakenberg), 
and using knowledge (Long; Watson; Palmquist; Sipple, Sipple, 
and Carson). (See Goggin and Beatty in this volume for a fuller 
discussion of these three ideals in light of the field of rhetoric and 
composition.) This trinity echoes that offered in Young, Becker, 
and Pike’s description of tagmemic rhetoric: 

Perhaps never before in our history has there been such a need 
for effective communication, but the old formulations of rheto- 
ric seem inadequate to the times. We have sought to develop a 
rhetoric that implies we are all citizens of an extraordinarily 
diverse and disturbed world, that the “truths” we live by are 
tentative and subject to change; that we must be discoverers of 
new truths as well as preservers and transmitters of the old^ 
and that enlightened cooperation is the preeminent ethical goal 
of communication, (emphasis added, 8-9) 

Thus, although most of the contributors express their indebted- 
ness to Young explicitly within their chapters, all express it im- 
plicitly. 

That Young’s influence pervades these chapters is not sur- 
prising. Virtually all of the contributors are linked in a common 
bond as former students of Young, having studied under him 
either at the University of Michigan (Lauer; Horner; Odell) or 
later at Carnegie Mellon University (Goggin; Petraglia; Blakeslee; 
Schnakenberg; Long; Greene; Palmquist; J. Sipple; Carson) as 
doctoral students, or as participants in his NEH seminars 
(Bazerman; Berkenkotter; Garver; Inkster; Vitanza; Watson). 
Spanning several generations of scholars now active in the disci- 
pline, the contributors offer a partial genealogy not only of 
Young’s students and his influence but also of the field itself. 
Their chapters resonate with one another, sometimes in harmony 
and sometimes in discord. The resulting scholarly symphony is 
one which Young no doubt would applaud. 

Together, the scholarly articles in this collection offer a win- 
dow on the dynamic and richly diverse inquiries that constitute 
the profession today. In so doing, they capture the discipline of 
rhetoric and composition in the process of constructing itself. In 
other words, they demonstrate rhetoric and composition in ac- 
tion. 
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A Note on the Organization of Chapters 

In deciding how to organize the chapters in this volume, I was 
guided by Young, Becker, and Pike’s sixth and final maxim of 
tagmemic rhetoric: ''Linguistic choices are made in relation to a 
universe of discourse. . . . [W]e must have either a conscious or a 
subconscious awareness of the particular universe of discourse 
that constrains our choices if we are to choose intelligently” 
(301).^ The arrangement of the chapters has been very conscious. 
But I must quickly add that this organization, like any, is a con- 
venient fiction. That is to say, one might choose to order these 
readings in many different ways. For example, I might have cho- 
sen a chronological scheme, dividing the sections into Our Past, 
Our Present, and Our Future. Or I might have divided the collec- 
tion into sections that echo the kinds of issues Richard Young 
has dealt with in his scholarship: Problems, Invention, WAC. 

The order resides not in the collection but in the lens I brought 
to bear on these essays. As Young, Becker, and Pike note, “units 
have contexts, variant forms, contrastive features, and parts. But 
units can not take different perspectives; only perceivers can do 
this” (122). The organizing principle I selected comes from yet 
another maxim of tagmemic rhetoric: “Maxim 4: A unit of expe- 
rience can be viewed as a particle^ or as a wave^ or as a field. 
That is, the writer can choose to view any element of his experi- 
ence as if it were static^ or as if it were dynamic, or as if it were a 
network of relationships or part of a larger network'' (122). 

This maxim provides a powerfully robust framework for these 
essays. First, it is one of two that combine to create the powerful 
invention tool — the elegant nine-celled tagmemic heuristic. (The 
other is Maxim 3: "A unit, at any level of focus, can be adequately 
understood only if three aspects of the unit are known: (1) its 
contrastive features, (2) its range of variation, and (3) its distri- 
bution in larger contexts" [Young, Becker, and Pike 56].) Each 
cell in the heuristic can prompt multiple questions designed to 
help a writer view a problem from a variety of perspectives. In 
the universe of discourse inhabited by many of the potential read- 
ers of this book, this heuristic is well known. In fact, if one knows 
anything of Young, Becker, and Pike’s rhetoric, one is likely to be 
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familiar with the complex and powerful nine-celled heuristic of 
particle, wave, and field. It appears in various guises in numer- 
ous writing textbooks (e.g., Axelrod and Cooper, The St. Martins 
Guide to Writing 439-40) and has been used by scholars such as 
Erika Lindemann in “Three Views of English 101” to organize 
disciplinary discussions. This scheme thus invokes one of Young’s 
major contributions to our field, namely, the revival of inven- 
tion, and it echoes the primary title of this collection. Inventing a 
Discipline. Second, as Young, Becker, and Pike point out, “note 
carefully that a unit is not either a particle or a wave or a field, 
but can be viewed as all three” (122). Since the three concepts 
are not meant to be thought of in isolation, this scheme calls 
attention to the echoing threads of arguments running through 
all the chapters — again, some in harmony and others in discord — 
and challenges readers to listen for these reverberations. 

As the heading for the first part — Field: Reflections on the 
Past, Present, and Future of the Discipline — may suggest, the 
chapters in this section treat issues that concern rhetoric and com- 
position as “a system itself, composed of interrelated subsystems” 
(Young, Becker, and Pike 123). FI ere contributors consider the 
history, present state, and potential future directions in research, 
scholarship, and pedagogies of our field (Bazerman; Goggin and 
Beatty; Lauer; Petraglia). The, second section — ^Wave: Temporal 
and Spatial Explorations of Rhetorical Theory and Practice — 
contains theoretical, historical, and empirical investigations of 
particular kinds of rhetorical theories and practices. Some con- 
sider influences and potential influences of specific rhetorical theo- 
ries (Inkster; Garver; Schnakenberg); others consider particular 
rhetorical practices, such as memory and delivery (Florner), in- 
vention (Vitanza), and visual and verbal rhetoric (Odell and 
McGrane); and still others consider the contexts of literate prac- 
tices, such as scientific communities (Paul and Blakeslee; 
Berkenkotter). The final section — Particle: Pedagogical Applica- 
tions of Rhetoric — clusters scholarly discussions of specific writ- 
ing programs and pedagogical approaches. In other words, they 
“select from the dynamic whole [the profession] some part . . . 
and ‘take a snapshot’ of it” (Young, Becker, and Pike 123). These 
snapshots include a thoughtful analysis of a community literacy 
center and its implications for understanding the complexities of 

O 

ERIC 




INTRODUCTION 



literate practices (Long); specific considerations of content and 
methodologies for teaching literate practices, considerations that 
hold important implications especially for writing-across-the- 
curriculum programs (Watson; Greene and Nowacek), and meaty 
discussions of the trials and tribulations of and lessons emerging 
from the development of two very different WAC programs 
(Palmquist; Sipple, Sipple, and Carson), 

The chapters in these three sections offer multiple perspec- 
tives on and methodologies for the pressing issues surrounding 
the study and teaching of literate practices. In short, they offer a 
road map ‘To guide the conduct of our professional lives” (Young, 
“Tracing’” 164), 

Notes 



1. Postmodernism has challenged strict binaries that insist on defining 
one thing as against and opposite another. (For a fuller discussion of 
this challenge, see Vitanza in this volume.) The biochemist Cyril 
Ponnamperuma, for example, argues: 



The division of matter into living and nonliving is perhaps an 
artificial one, convenient for distinguishing such extreme cases 
as a man and a stone but quite inappropriate when describing 
other cases such as a virus particle. Indeed, the crystallization 
of a virus by Wendell Stanley in the 1960s brought about the 
need for revising our definition of “life” and “living,” Pirie has 
compared our use of the terms living and nonliving to the words 
acid and base as used in chemistry. While sodium hydroxide is 
distinctly alkaline [i.e., base] sulfuric acid is a powerful acid. 
But in between these two extremes is a whole variation in 
strength. The chemist has overcome the confusion arising from 
these rigid categories by inventing the nomenclature of “hy- 
drogen ion concentration” (pH). In this way, all the observed 
phenomena can be described in terms of one quantity. We may 
have to invent a similar quantity to avoid any vagueness that 
might arise in applying the term “life” to borderline cases such 
as the virus, (qtd. in Stoff and Pellegrino 21) 



A useful analogy can be drawn here between the complexities of trying 
to define matter and trying to delimit the enterprise of rhetoric and 
composition. Just as a new term had to be invented to describe the 
multiple properties of chemicals not captured by the dichotomy of acid 
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and base, we probably need to invent new language that acknowledges 
that rhetoric and composition is both a science of art and an art of science. 

2. Tagmemic rhetoric is comprised of six interrelated maxims. For a 
discussion of these maxims and of tagmemic rhetoric more generally, 
see Goggin’s re- review essay of Rhetoric: Discovery and Change. 
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Field: Reflections on the 
Past, Present, and Future 
OF THE Discipline 



To take a field perspective on a unit means to focus on the 
relationships (patterns, structures, organizational principles, 
networks, systems, functions) that order the parts of the unit 
and connect it to other units within a larger system. 

Young, Becker, and Pike, Rhetoric: Discovery and Change 



T he essays in this section explore the discipline of rhetoric 
and composition within larger historical and systemic frame- 
works. Each looks, to one degree or another, to the past of the 
field to offer explanations for its present conditions and its rela- 
tionship to other academic fields and to issue calls for much needed 
future research, theories, and pedagogies in rhetoric. To this ex- 
tent, each essay in this section responds in its own way to the 
invitation Young, Becker, and Pike issued at the end of Rhetoric: 
Discovery and Change “to participate in the process of creating 
a rhetoric adequate to our times” (361). On the very last page of 
their book. Young, Becker, and Pike give the final sentence to 
John Dewey, who observed: “Not perfection as the final goal, 
but the ever enduring process of perfecting, maturing, refining, is 
the aim of living” (370). We might substitute the term “rhetoric” 
for “living” in Dewey’s observation. As the essays in this section 
make clear, rhetoric as a system is contingent; that is to say, rheto- 
ric systems, like rhetoric itself, are both responses to and shapers 
of the material conditions in which they operate. 
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Charles Bazerman traces the history of both rhetoric and lit- 
eracy in search of a “new rhetoric for literacy needs.” He out- 
lines the tensions between rhetoric and literacy studies that he 
notes have been building for the past two centuries and argues 
for expanding the theoretical terrain of rhetoric and literacy to 
open a space for new research on and learning of complex, mul- 
tiple literate practices — a space that will accommodate the com- 
plicated intersections among reading and writing practices as 
socially situated activities. As he notes, “It is a new world, and it 
needs a new rhetoric.” For Bazerman, 

the way to move toward that rhetoric is through continued 
research into the forces actually at play in the many texts that 
circulate in the social spaces created by the print and electronic 
worlds, and into the ways individuals and their activities are 
influenced by their engagement with mediating texts. By watch- 
ing what these texts do and what people do with them, with- 
out assuming that they are simply reproducing the activities of 
the agora, we can move toward a rhetoric that will illuminate 
the great diversity of our communicative world. 

Maureen Daly Goggin and Steve Beatty are also concerned 
with creating a space for a new rhetoric that can accommodate 
theories, practices, and pedagogies of multiple literate practices. 
In tracing the history of writing instruction, they make a case for 
why the site of that new rhetoric may not be able to be con- 
structed in writing programs as they are currently configured. 
Prompted by a question Young has posed, “[W]hy does our pro- 
fession persist in relegating the study and teaching of writing to 
an inferior status despite what is by now more than a generation 
of serious theoretical, historical, and applied work in rhetorical 
studies in English Departments?” (“Tracing’” 150), Goggin and 
Beatty explore why, despite a century of complaints and decades 
of dedicated efforts to unseat it, the compulsory first-year com- 
position system established over a century ago remains impervi- 
ous to any substantial change. They draw on the powerful 
economic theory of self-reinforcing mechanisms (a theory that 
accounts for why suboptimal systems often win out over more 
promising systems) to offer one explanation for the tenacity of 
this system and to speculate on ways to swerve from its groove. 
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Janice Lauer tackles the question “to what extent rhetorical 
scholarship in rhetoric and composition, speech communication, 
and classics coheres and interrelates or whether these fields study 
different problems, [or whether these] are motivated by distinct 
issues and are governed solely by their own guiding perspectives 
and interpretive practices.” She demonstrates that although these 
fields have dealt with similar topics such as invention and the 
rhetorical situation, those in these fields have been “motivated 
for the most part by different issues and consequences.” She shows 
that while rhetoric and composition scholars and teachers have 
drawn on the research from speech communication and classics, 
the reverse is not true, although there are signs of a growing 
intertextuality among the fields. She questions the unidirec- 
tionality of this pattern and ends with the provocative question, 
“If these disciplines take seriously the questions they pose about 
rhetorical theory, practice, and pedagogy, should they not wel- 
come all cross-disciplinary research and scholarship that contrib- 
utes to new understandings of these questions?” 

Petraglia explores the question: What impact has the “rhe- 
torical turn” in academia had? And what potential does it have 
for reforming how we teach complex literate practices? In the 
rhetorical turn, Petraglia argues, lies the potential for closing the 
gap between pedagogical practices and rhetorical theories — a gap 
Goggin and Beatty deal with in their chapter. He outlines the 
kinds of rhetoric questions being posed in a variety of fields, in- 
cluding, for instance, rhetoric and composition, speech commu- 
nication, and rhetoric of inquiry. Such questions and the work 
spawned by them, Petraglia suggests, draw painful attention to 
the fact “that composition and public speaking classes are pale 
reflections of what we know about rhetoric and the demands for 
rhetorical training emanating from elsewhere in the academy as 
a result of the rhetorical turn.” Petraglia ’s chapter resonates, as 
do the other chapters in this section, with Bazerman’s call for a 
new rhetoric and prepares the way for the essays in the next sec- 
tion, which explore particular rhetorical theories, practices, and 
contexts. 
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A Rhetoric for Literate Society: 
The Tension between Expanding 
Practices and Restricted Theories 

Charles Bazerman 
University of California, Santa Barbara 



Address an abiding social need. 

Richard Young 

The day is short, the task is long. 

Sayings of the Fathers 



D uring Richard Young’s career, the teaching of writing has 
made enormous strides in knowledge and practice, in fund- 
ing, and in institutional respect. Richard’s vision, scholarship, 
and institutional leadership have been central to that story. 
Though the task is begun, however, it is hardly finished. We have 
only begun to sense how truly important writing and literacy are 
to the modern world and how partial and preliminary are our 
tools to speak to the need. 

If those of us engaged in composition may have at first thought 
we just wanted to help some students articulate their thoughts 
and succeed in college, we soon were drawn into the ways our 
students participate in society and the ways literate practices hold 



I would like to thank Carol Berkenkotter, Theresa Enos, Janice Lauer, Tom 
Miller, James Porter, Paul Prior, David Russell, Patricia Sullivan, and mem- 
bers of the rhetoric colloquia at Purdue University and the University of 
Arizona for their comments on earlier versions of this essay. 
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our world together. Writing practices, it now appears, are inte- 
gral to the complex forms of social organization that maintain 
what prosperity, amity, and health we have on this crowded planet. 
This expanded challenge calls for new research and new theo- 
retical perspectives that will help us navigate through the enlarged 
landscape we are beginning to notice. As we make good on the 
challenge, we increase our claim on the resources, authority, and 
professional respect that will allow us to do the job properly. 

The Social Space of Literate Activity 

Work on academic and professional writing^ has sensitized us to 
the way writing is deeply embedded within intertextual networks 
(see Bakhtin; Selzer, “Intertextuality”; Bazerman, “Intertextual”). 
How we use our reading in our writing positions us in relation to 
previous texts, displaying the meaning and value we find in those 
texts, the relationships we see among them, and their role in the 
formation of the current moment. Every proposal for a new bridge 
rests on engineering textbooks, prior proposals, urban planning 
projections, internal corporate financial statements, contracts and 
materials catalogs, government policy and project documents, 
and many other sorts of files, reports, books, and correspon- 
dence — only a few of which may be explicitly referred to, but all 
of which make the proposal what it is. 

Interactions mediated by literacy occur in no single physical 
space and time but in a space of mutual imaginings that we visit 
every time we pick up a document or begin to fill a blank page 
(as early as the fifteenth century, this virtual place was nomi- 
nated the Republic of Letters [Eisenstein 137, n. 287]). Nonethe- 
less, textually mediated relations draw sustenance and motive 
from our more immediate, embodied relations with the people 
and things that physically surround us (the problem of how to 
get us and our neighbors across a particular canyon every morn- 
ing sets in motion the intertextually complex paperwork of try- 
ing to get a bridge built). In turn, the circulation of texts alters 
the course of immediate events by dint of the altered knowledge, 
skills, perceptions, affect, thoughts, and commitments brought 
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about by our reading and writing. We return from our reading 
and writing altered in ways that change our local behavior — we 
build far different bridges than we did five thousand years ago. 
The technologies of literacy and print culture, evolving over the 
last fifty or so centuries (supplemented in the last two centuries 
by rapidly changing, but still letter-reliant, electronic communi- 
cations technologies, beginning with the telegraph) have provided 
means for our local society to be pervaded by what sociologist 
Anthony Giddens has called time-space distanciation. 

These specialized, highly elaborated forms of social partici- 
pation abstracted from the immediate moment require literacy 
skills that extend beyond the text coding and decoding skills we 
associate with the lower grades of schooling, remediation, or adult 
literacy programs. In ever more challenging circumstances, people 
spend their whole careers developing specialized reading and 
writing skills — such as examining a legal brief for salient legal 
principles and relevant case details in relation to precedent and 
prior court rulings, or, on the basis of a few hours of information 
gathering and a few minutes of actual drafting, writing an engag- 
ing, reasonably accurate news story that conforms to current stan- 
dards of the profession. Because such skills have been developed 
and passed on within their specialized fields of practice, how- 
ever, they are often thought of as professional skills rather than 
literacy skills. 

These specialized skills (e.g., reading and writing as judges 
do); the textual forms through which they are enacted (the opin- 
ion, the brief, the law review article); the social and cognitive 
means of text production (the appeals procedures that bring to- 
gether documents for review and adjudication); the physical and 
economic means of text reproduction and distribution (the mixed 
government, private, and professional association systems of le- 
gal publication that distribute the judge’s opinion to legal offices, 
courts, and law schools throughout the country); the social ar- 
rangements and roles developed in conjunction with the elabora- 
tion of texts (law clerks and law librarians; state bars and bar 
exams; law companies and legal clients; lawyer-client privilege 
and obligations of lawyers as officers of the court) — in short, the 
entire social, material, economic, symbolic apparatus of our 
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multiformed textual culture, are historical inventions, becoming 
ever more pervasive and complex as the number of people, texts, 
and social organizations has increased. 

We know, for example, some of the outlines of the develop- 
ment of the system of scientific publication, which perhaps has 
been studied more intensively than other literate systems because 
of recent interest in writing across the curriculum and the rheto- 
ric of science (Bazerman and Russell; Harris). The scientific ar- 
ticle was a latecomer — not even a possibility until the invention 
of the scientific journal in 1665 provided an occasion to develop 
particular text forms to circulate among specialized readers 
(Bazerman, Shaping:, Atkinson). The kinds of arguments engaged 
in and the kinds of evidence, reasoning, and demonstrations 
brought to bear evolved over time, as did the social systems of 
referees and editors. Even the character and role of journal reader 
evolved over time as readers’ interests, professional positions, 
critical criteria, and uses of the literature in daily practice changed. 
The social circulation and function of the journal also interacted 
with the changing character of the sponsoring societies and their 
relation to economic, political, and class systems within which 
they resided. 

Around the nineteenth century, as literatures, investigative 
methods, and professionalization of authors and readers devel- 
oped along with the critical challenge of the argument, articles 
began to approximate familiarly modern forms. Specialties and 
journals proliferated, each with its own special character and 
discursive challenge. Today there are many kinds of journals, 
articles, and forms of writing in physics, geology, ecology, psy- 
chology, anthropology, and every other of the specialized domains. 
Skilled producers of one kind of text in a specialty are not neces- 
sarily skilled producers of other kinds of text in that specialty, let 
alone in other specialties. The accomplished individual authors, 
editors, and publishers participate in an extensive system of book, 
journal, and other format production, circulation, and storage 
involving libraries, Internet, universities, societies, and for-profit 
publishers. These specialized forms of knowledge production then 
intersect with many other discursive systems — corporate and fi- 
nancial, governmental, defense, industrial, legal, psychological 
practice, education (see, for example, van Nostrand). Each of 
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these systems has its own complex history of forms, institutions, 
and practices, and each has its own cadre of skilled and not-so- 
skilled practitioners. 

Technology has an even more complex story interpenetrated 
with relations to other discursive systems, as I have learned in 
the course of examining the emergence of Edison’s system of in- 
candescent light and power. While science has tried to remove 
itself into specialized worlds of inquiry conducted by experts, 
technology is regularly in the business of gathering financial back- 
ers and clients, keeping stockholders and financial markets happy, 
gaining the cooperation of governments and publics, applying 
for and protecting patents and other legal statuses, positioning 
itself against the representations of competitors, drawing on in- 
creasingly sophisticated technical and scientific literatures, coor- 
dinating internal organizational work of development and 
production, managing public relations through the press, and 
positioning its products in the cultural market (Bazerman, Lan- 
guages), 

Though distanced and abstracted from the local moment, 
these textually mediated interactions are deeply embedded in our 
sociality. Many of the elaborate forms and systems of literate 
communication grew out of the transparently social forms of let- 
ter writing — emperors’ correspondence with generals, governors, 
and emissaries formed the basis for bureaucratic forms of writ- 
ing. Newspapers developed from letters of correspondence. Busi- 
ness memos, reports, orders, and sales documents in the eighteenth 
century were still all simply business correspondence (Yates). That 
is, large, distanced organizations grew from individual people 
sending messages at a distance to other individuals. Similarly, 
letter writing remains an important part of children’s writing 
education because teachers need to find comprehensible human 
motives and situations beyond the logic of school performance 
to draw students into this curious practice of inscribing signs. 

The historically evolved systems of literate activity create 
elaborate textual underpinnings to our daily lives and social re- 
lations, even when we are engaged in face-to-face events or expe- 
riences of the most material and physical kind. In the courtroom, 
oral arguments made before judges and juries rely on boxes of 
documents, are located within a system of laws and precedents. 
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and produce a court record and a written opinion (Stratman). 
Similarly, doctors’ interactions with patients and medical inter- 
ventions are informed by medical school textbooks and the cur- 
rent clinical literature, to which practical experience (such as 
clinical outcomes of surgical procedures) must be reduced if that 
experience is to be of general use. Politicians’ handshaking is 
embedded within the electoral system established by laws and 
within a system of politics fed by news and party documents. 
Our semiotic understanding and organization of events and so- 
cial order, as produced within special domains of knowledge and 
practice and as stabilized in texts, pervade all aspects of our life. 

The Consequences of Literacy Revisited 

The consequences of literacy are manifold. In the seventies and 
eighties when scholars such as Goody, Havelock, Olson, and Ong 
started to outline a coherent set of interpersonal and intellectual 
changes that accompanied the introduction of literacy, they were 
caught up short by the argument that the consequences of lit- 
eracy depended on how literacy practices were used within their 
contexts. This argument was made forcefully by Scribner and 
Cole through their observations of the varied consequences of 
the multiple literacies of the Vai in West Africa. Those individu- 
als who used literacy in Western schools to work through puzzles 
in formal logic increased their abilities in formal logic; those who 
learned Arabic as part of Koranic scriptural practices increased 
their ability to repeat verbatim texts; and those who used the 
local rebus-like written language for letter writing were good at 
solving rebus puzzles. Literate Vai showed gains in cognitive skills 
corresponding only to the specific literacy practices they engaged 
in. Additionally, linguistic research pointed out that the spoken 
and the written language were connected by a continuity of forms 
and functions, so that the social and cognitive habits of oral and 
of literate people would not be distinguished across a sharp di- 
vide (Chafe; Tannen). 

Yet, that the picture is more complex does not mean there is 
no picture. Rather, we need to look at the specific social practices 
and forms that have developed around literacy. This is a direc- 
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tion that anthropologist Jack Goody was heading in one of his 
last books on the subject: The Logic of Writing and the Organi- 
zation of Society, While this text still assumes something of a 
unitary logic of writing, it nonetheless points toward a great va- 
riety of social consequences in different spheres, paying close at- 
tention to the historical and anthropological evidence from 
different societies. With respect to religions. Goody sees histori- 
cal evidence that the concept of distinct religions that are similar 
and affiliated over substantial geographic regions, as opposed to 
varieties of local beliefs and practices, is tied to the emergence of 
scriptures that are central to religious practices — scriptures that 
can define a set of beliefs stably and recognizably over time and 
distances. Textually organized beliefs raise the possibility of uni- 
versalism and the global applicability of beliefs. Literate priestly 
classes, having access to texts and control over doctrinal issues, 
may form bureaucracies of geographically dispersed belief prac- 
tices and may aggregate the wealth and political power that of- 
ten accompany geographic expansion. Further, attention to 
perceivable religious change (as opposed to the historical evolu- 
tion of practice which remains unnoticed by practitioners) is a 
function of recorded beliefs and recorded history — increasing the 
saliency of doctrinal questions, differences among sects, decreed 
belief changes, changes of allegiance, and the like. 

Government likewise faces new possibilities with the intro- 
duction of literacy. Goody notes such phenomena as the facilita- 
tion of emissaries and clerks over geographically dispersed areas, 
kept in communication by both written rule and correspondence. 
Literate government functionaries, engaged in taxation, census, 
and accounting, extend government control. Treaties can regu- 
larize relations with surrounding states. With centralization of 
power through literate communication, extended geographic ar- 
eas may become reorganized into center/periphery relations, with 
the consequence that national ceremonies, rituals, and forms of 
loyalty come to supplement, if not replace, local loyalties. Goody 
provides similar accounts of legal and economic systems. 

These literacy-facilitated institutional systems may develop 
in varying relationship with each other. Sometimes they may co- 
incide, as when economic power is centralized in the state or 
church, or the church or the justice system becomes an organ of 
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State policy. On the other hand, complex tensions may arise among 
the church, state, justice, and economic systems, each affording 
certain social protections and opportunities based on their sepa- 
rate principles and methods of bringing texts to bear on the local 
moment. 

While Goody attends to only four of the major institutional 
systems of societies, we may consider similar developments in all 
aspects of affiliation and activity — for example, numismatic clubs 
rely on international newsletters, catalogs, reference works, and 
correspondence; sports leagues, even at the amateur level, have 
rules and rule-making bodies, league organization and bureau- 
cracies, records and competitive rankings, publicity and news. 
Consider then the deeply literate practices of such institutions as 
hospitals and schools. Even the public sphere consists of com- 
plex networks of newspapers, magazines, press releases, political 
consultants, video news and commentary (which themselves are 
surrounded by paper, scripts, and bureaucracy), and other highly 
articulated systems which run on the written word. Even the sup- 
posed privacy of our bedrooms has been saturated by psychol- 
ogy, social science, and popular self-help publications, not to speak 
of the technology and economics of mattress making and the 
communications at a distance that have created the fashion mar- 
ket that influences the patterns on our bedsheets. 

Literacy does not require or inexorably lead to any particu- 
lar development, but it is a powerful tool available for organiz- 
ing, extending, providing resources for, and transforming all of 
our social endeavors. Once transformed, these endeavors embed 
literate practices within their fundamental mechanisms of orga- 
nization. These practices, as Scribner and Cole (drawing on 
Vygotsky) point out, are associated with specific forms of cogni- 
tion. As people use the various tools of literacy, they learn to 
think with these tools: as discourse about law develops, we think 
more about the law, and to think, we use precisely those discur- 
sive terms of the law — so that if we want to discuss with our 
friend a court case in which we have been embroiled, we need to 
draw on the terms and events of the law to explain what is hap- 
pening and why it is important that the opposing attorney filed a 
motion to dismiss before the depositions rather than after. If we 
want to escape the stabilized terms of the literate institution so as 
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not to be constrained by the institution’s own assumptions, we 
need to develop or draw on a critical vocabulary, most likely to 
be found in a critical literature, as in critical law studies. That is, 
even to inspect and query one literate system we may need the 
resources and strength of another. 

Literate practices also embed specifics of the processes of text 
production, distribution, and use. By pursuing the situated prac- 
tices within a discursive sphere, we can find new direction for 
writing process research, which lost some steam with the recog- 
nition that processes vary across individuals and circumstances. 
When viewed as embedded within specialized literacy systems, 
writing processes can be seen to be shaped and modeled in part 
by the institutional history and activity; further, atypical processes 
can inform us about the particularity of specific events and of 
each individual’s form of participation (see Bazerman, Shaping; 
Blakeslee; Prior, Writing/Disciplinarity; Swales, Other Floors), 

Directions for Research 

The complex but sketchy picture that is emerging of how literacy 
works in structuring the modern way of life only points to the 
need for more research and theory to help fill out, extend, and 
clarify that picture. Goody points toward one direction for fun- 
damental research into the history of specialized literacy prac- 
tices and their consequences within the many different 
societies — starting from less elaborated social forms and observ- 
ing how literacy enters into their expansion, transformation, and 
complex organization (see also Besnier). Such chronological in- 
vestigation can help unpack the complex of current practices and 
systems. This kind of research complements rhetoric and 
composition’s recent research into writing and literacy across the 
curriculum, in the disciplines, in the professions, and in the work- 
place. These inquiries start at the other end, with highly devel- 
oped literate systems which the student or neophyte must learn 
in order to participate in. These participations may range from 
the most routine practices to core decision making or innovation 
that transforms the nature of the endeavor. The success of one’s 
literacy socialization into specialized practices may be measured 
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by how much access one has to the most central resources and 
mechanisms of communication, and how one makes use of that 
access. 

In the historical middle, we have some allies in and resources 
from scholars engaged in the history of the book and print cul- 
ture (building on the pioneering work of Eisenstein and of 
Chartier), as well as historians of specialized domains, such as 
the history of science and technology (for example. Dear) and 
the history of journalism and the news (for example, Schudson). 
Help also may be gained from a few scholars who have entered 
into parallel studies of other paper-and-ink symbolic practices, 
such as the history of numeracy (see Cohen; Porter) and the his- 
tory of drawing as an everyday practice (Bermingham). The thriv- 
ing profession of the history of literacy (see Kaestle), though it is 
not yet focused on the rise of literate systems of social organiza- 
tion nor on the advanced skills of specialized literacies, provides 
much data on the extent of literacy and the circulation of popu- 
lar texts. We have allies also in current sociological, anthropo- 
logical, and situated psychological studies of various forms of 
work and affiliation (see, for example, Engestrom and Middleton); 
the puzzles presented by the recent introduction of electronic 
media into a range of activities has brought particular attention 
to the embedding of symbolic activity within social arrangements. 

Using these interdisciplinary resources to frame research 
projects can help us develop a truly fundamental understanding 
of the importance, mechanisms, and consequences of writing in 
society. Such a research program would broaden the basis of our 
discipline from its current marginal hold on students’ writing as 
they make the transition from high school to the university (a 
hold which for many reasons we should not give up [Bazerman, 
“Response”]). First-year writing, or academic writing at all lev- 
els of undergraduate and graduate education, is the point at which 
students’ personal literacy development meets the range of spe- 
cialized literacy practices of contemporary professionalism. How- 
ever, the tensions between individuals’ actual writing skills and 
the professional demand for specialized writing skills are hard to 
understand and respond to without having in front of us the larger 
picture puzzle of literacy and society into which these moments, 
or pieces, of educational demand fit. 
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The Limited Domain of Classical Rhetoric 

Rhetoric has historically developed as a reflective, practical, stra- 
tegic art of language use. As such it provides a theoretical model 
and a theoretical starting point for considering how we can ef- 
fectively operate in this emerging world of increasingly special- 
ized literate interaction. To develop theoretical terms that are 
appropriate to literacy, we need to develop new rhetorical cat- 
egories that extend beyond the limited vision of classical rheto- 
ric, which was concerned with a small range of historically 
particular oral performances that were embedded in societies 
which differed substantially from ours. Not of least significance, 
in the ancient world the novel technology of literacy had not 
entered so deeply into the major institutions of social organiza- 
tion. In the last two millennia, there have been some attempts to 
address rhetorical challenges created by the growing pervasive- 
ness of literate communication, but no truly coherent set of cat- 
egories has yet emerged that is both literate and rhetorical. 

Of all the spontaneous talk that people engage in every day 
with only limited forethought and reflection in response to im- 
mediately perceived circumstances, only a small and unusual sub- 
set gave rise to the intellectual apparatus of classical rhetoric and 
a class of professional rhetoricians who provided advice and in- 
struction for successful speech. The special class of speech events 
that ancient Greeks and Romans worried enough about to sup- 
port the formation of a rhetorical profession was high-stakes 
competitive debate presented to influence public evaluations or 
decisions. These triadic communications appealed to the third- 
party audience for preference over one’s opponent or opponents. 

If you were accused in public of appropriating your neighbor’s 
land, or if you wanted your neighbors to take up arms against a 
neighboring state, or if you wanted to advance the leadership 
and trust of a political ally, you might spend some time reflecting 
on the nature of the situation, how you might best speak to that 
occasion, and how you might disarm your opponents’ position. 
You might well ask for advice from the most skilled of speakers 
and review people’s memories of the most effective such talks in 
the past. If you anticipated a public future for your citizen child, 
you might even want the child to be educated in the arts of public 
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influence. Rhetoric, consequently, was designed to address oral, 
high-stakes public forums on forensic, deliberative, and epideictic 
matters. 

Without the professional class and its social roles of advice 
giving and education, the literature on rhetorical theory would 
not have developed. Consider some contrasting cases. In the clas- 
sical world, interpersonal conversation was not considered prob- 
lematic enough or of sufficient stakes, so a reflective art on their 
conduct never developed; research and pedagogy on personal talk 
became a substantial industry only with the rise of modern clini- 
cal psychology, which gave us reasons to value the quality of 
communication with intimates. Similarly, in the classical world 
market negotiation and sales talk may have been learned in the 
family and in daily practice, but no highly reflective art devel- 
oped at that time, no schools of marketing were formed, no ad- 
vertising agencies provided lunch trade to the restaurants of 
Athens, and the language of commerce had no role in the forma- 
tion of rhetoric. The reasons of power, class, and social motive 
that led to the selection of speech types that developed intellec- 
tual, social, and economic apparatuses for their refinement are 
interesting to consider, but here I need only point out the fact of 
selectivity. 

In the classical world, although there was some teaching of 
writing (Murphy, Short History) and written texts did present 
principles of rhetoric, grammar, and logic, and while accounts 
and records were kept, laws were written, and legates and em- 
bassies were communicated with, no extensive system of reflec- 
tion and strategy developed around writing, except as a form of 
scripting oratory, or around reading, except as a means of access 
to past oratorical performances, to be imitated and learned from 
(for example, Quintilian, bk. X). Literature, consisting mainly of 
scripted public performance of dramas and odes, drew the atten- 
tion of the philosophers but primarily to evaluate the effect of 
communal performance on the emotional state and moral char- 
acter of the citizen audience. The art of poetics was a spottier 
affair, the concern of the small subset of people engaged in creat- 
ing the literature. 

Following the lead of Quintilian, educators up through the 
nineteenth century continued to teach writing primarily as a means 
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of scripting oratory. Accordingly, rhetorical teaching remained 
directed toward public performance concerned with high-stakes, 
highly visible issues of justice, deliberation, and communal for- 
mation. In the medieval period, a rhetoric was also articulated 
for preaching, another highly public, scripted, high-stakes per- 
formance concerned with instilling values and commitments and 
directing communal behavior. 

Ars Dictaminis as a Literate Rhetoric 

The narrowness of rhetorical focus prevailed despite the prolif- 
eration of forms of writing in increasingly elaborate social sys- 
tems, as suggested earlier. Within separate faculties of law, 
medicine, philosophy, and the other arts, students practiced a 
variety of literacies but considered their practices to be law or 
medicine or philosophy rather than a form of language use. Few 
masters of specialized language thought about the communica- 
tive nature of their disciplines, and if they did provide support 
for neophyte writing, it tended to be through untheorized books 
of forms and models for imitation. 

One of the more sophisticated attempts to develop a reflec- 
tive art of a specialized literacy practice was the ars dictaminis? 
This medieval art of letter writing, as exemplified in one of its 
most well-developed texts, the anonymous Principles of Letter 
Writings pays particular attention to issues of class and role 
(foregrounded in the extensive treatment of the salutation), es- 
tablishing cooperative relations through a secure bond of senti- 
ment and obligation (considered in the section on “The Securing 
of Good Will”), establishing the situation (in the adaptation of 
the Ciceronian narration), and identifying a specific point of co- 
operation (in the new rhetorical section called “The Petition”).^ 
Seeking cooperative action in an essentially dyadic relationship, 
the letter aims to strengthen social bonds, which are attenuated 
by the distances of place, time, and acquaintanceship that writ- 
ing mediates. Further, because the occasion of the request is not 
immediately in front of the correspondent’s eyes, the letter must 
represent the situation so as to orient the reader toward the re- 
quested transaction. While the narration in a persuasive speech 
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may cast a current and visible situation in a particular light, the 
narration in the letter must itself evoke the situation in the reader’s 
imagination. With the situation evoked — and the reader appro- 
priately respected according to hierarchy, with its obligations and 
loyalties, and with no opponent present or evoked — there is likely 
to be little need for persuasion; accordingly, the Ciceronian speech 
elements of division, proof, and refutation are not present in this 
form. Thus the art of letter writing begins to reframe the prob- 
lems of strategic communication away from oral contest toward 
new social dynamics and difficulties of literate interaction, par- 
ticularly as they take shape within a hierarchical society. 

Audience attention, trust, and goodwill are particularly frag- 
ile in written communication. Readers face difficult work in imagi- 
natively and favorably reconstructing the situation, activity, and 
author’s presence from the texts they are reading; as a conse- 
quence, ruptures of misunderstanding, mistrust, or just indiffer- 
ence may rapidly lead to inattention, twisted meanings, lack of 
sympathy, or the framing of objections and accounts of the writer’s 
shortcomings. A reader’s alignment with the text is not easily 
regained once the bond between writer and reader is broken; 
furthermore, the writer has no way of monitoring the reader to 
sense a rupture and attempt a repair strategy. Speakers often re- 
gain wandering audiences, but writers rarely do. The ars 
dictaminis pays particular attention to the social, personal, and 
linguistic resources available to ensure such a rupture does not 
take place, and counsels risking the displeasure of the reader only 
when the writer’s hierarchical authority is adequate to assure 
compliance and continuing obedience. 



The Renaissance Pleasures of the Textualized Word 



Although the ars dictaminis was a powerful force in the medieval 
world and eventually provided the foundations for later com- 
mercial and government correspondence, it did not have a long- 
term effect on the rhetorical traditions. Nor did the literate and 
graphic forms of Ramism influence rhetoric, despite Ramism’s 
displacement of dialectic within philosophy and its offsprings of 
natural philosophy, social philosophy, political philosophy, and 
philosophy of the mind — each in turn developing into sciences 
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with their own peculiar practices. 

During the Renaissance, literate composition and the circu- 
lation of manuscripts and books may have fostered the concern 
for style, which extended far beyond the moderate classical con- 
cern for figures and tropes intended for oral delivery. Writing 
facilitates the polishing of individual phrases and sentences as 
well as the elaboration and amplification of thoughts by inser- 
tion, as Quintilian had already recognized. Copiousness and el- 
egance are far more amusing and tempting when one is sitting 
alone in a study than when one is speaking on the forum steps to 
a fidgety audience. Style and copiousness also influenced face-to- 
face manners, but only in the court as an indication of refine- 
ment. As such it also was associated with the refined literary 
practices of the court, where it found perhaps its highest form in 
the poetry, prose, and verse drama of the period. 

At that time, refinement of phrasing was not theorized as a 
literate practice but instead was seen simply as an extension of 
style in the scripted oral tradition (soon to extend in eighteenth- 
century oratory to scripted gesture mapped out in graphic form). 
In the latter part of the twentieth century, however, such verbal 
play was specifically associated with the pleasures of the text and 
the highly textualized imagination of deconstructionist literary 
criticism, which sees disrupted texts as formed from small stylis- 
tic gestures carried out separately from any social or referential 
contexts they may give the illusion of evoking (Barthes). In any 
event, the literate inclinations of stylistic rhetoric did not lead to 
an examination of the basic communicative conditions of 
textuality or of the social functions being carried out by literacy, 
except as a marker of the personal refinement and witty amuse- 
ment of equally refined audiences. In this aspect, rhetoric be- 
came a marker of social distinction — a formulation that even its 
practitioners might have accepted. 



New Literate Practices and Literature’s 
Subsumption of Literate Rhetoric 

At the same time that rhetoric was attending to courtly display — 
or rather at the same time that those interested in courtly display 
had appropriated the rhetorical tradition and the name of rheto- 
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ric — Other forms of literate practice were developing outside the 
official purview of rhetoric and even overtly distinguishing them- 
selves from the flowers of rhetoric. The systems of bureaucratic, 
commercial, and scientific literacy that were expanding rapidly 
during this period of colonial expansion engaged in stylistic elo- 
quence only insofar as they addressed issues of class, court pa- 
tronage, or policy. While, for example, the early members of the 
Royal Society did engage in elaborate praise and metaphoric ar- 
gument, particularly in relation to patronage and policy issues, 
as well as in efforts to maintain social respect within a still largely 
gentlemanly endeavor (Shapin; Atkinson), other kinds of language 
use were being developed to carry out their new communal in- 
vestigative labor, within which they saw the remnants of eloquence 
as a hindrance. Accompanying this overt hostility to what was 
then called rhetoric, these new practices were not theorized in 
rhetorical terms, nor did they influence the concepts that formed 
the rhetorical conceptual canon. 

Only in the eighteenth century did print communication be- 
come a serious topic of rhetorical analysis. Here my story nar- 
rows to Great Britain and the United States, the two countries 
which most directly influenced the tradition of writing instruc- 
tion in the United States. In Great Britain, outsiders such as the 
instructors at the dissenting academies, most notably Joseph 
Priestley, and the Scots rhetoricians, beginning with Edward 
Aytoun and John Stevenson and continuing with Adam Smith, 
Thomas Reid, George Campbell, and Hugh Blair, recognized the 
new print culture of newspapers, journals, pamphlets, and books 
as the locus of social power. They noted that accomplished writ- 
ers — people such as Addison, Dry den, Johnson, Mandeville, Pope, 
and Swift — wielded much influence. The rhetorics of the late eigh- 
teenth century, written for aspiring Scots and dissenters, included 
criticism of contemporary literary models in order to identify the 
character of effective prose. Further, they began to note that plain 
style and plain speaking, avoiding extravagant art, were impor- 
tant in maintaining readers’ faith. Priestley went so far as to rec- 
ommend a halting style for speech, to demonstrate contempla- 
tiveness and sensibility, which were particularly prized by the 
literate and educated. 
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An audience, indeed that is wholly illiterate may have all their 
passions actuated by means of admiration, or astonishment, 
and mechanical communication but then there are few English 
audiences composed wholly of persons of so little reading and 
reflection as makes that practicable. And it is hardly possible 
that a person whose reading has lain among modern English 
books, or has conversed with persons of liberal education, 
should not have acquired more delicacy of taste, than to be 
taken with that gross and direct address of the passions, which 
Cicero adopted with applause, (emphasis in original, Priestley 
114 .) 

Some of the same rhetoricians who were noting the social 
power of belles lettres also noted other influential written genres 
that did not rely on classical persuasion. Smith in his rhetoric 
discussed didactic writing, and in other publications he consid- 
ered the psychological sources and consequences of the force of 
philosophic discourse (Bazerman, “Money Talks”). Similarly, 
Priestley contemplated the nature of historical and scientific writ- 
ing, presenting proposals for the most effective means of partici- 
pating in and organizing such discourses (Bazerman, “How 
Natural”). Even these rhetoricians who reached out to a range of 
higher-status forms of literacy, however, did not attend to the 
even then powerful languages of commerce, law, or government 
bureaucracy. The focus of their expanded rhetoric remained on 
issues of public persuasion in areas of fundamental values, belief, 
and policy associated with the leisured ruling class. 

In a further break with prior rhetorics, these new print-ori- 
ented works abandoned previous assumptions about natural 
political order and human nature to begin with minimalist 
Lockean views of human experience and associations. These 
rhetorics reconceived how humans used symbols to make sense 
of their own experience, to mediate between each other, and to 
form social order. 

Sympathy, sensibility, and access to the experiences of others 
became in this line of thinking important capacities for building 
human bonds. Belles lettres was seen as the key to successful 
public discourse, both for individual success in touching others 
for one’s own ends and for communal cooperation rising above 
meanness of spirit, narrow self-interest, and the limits of indi- 
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vidual experience. In this newly stabilized literary public realm, 
power and influence were associated with the new educated classes 
of sensibility and letters in a nineteenth-century Britain engaged 
in administering an empire. In nineteenth- and early twentieth- 
century United States, belles lettres (in alliance with the new re- 
search orientation of the university) held sway over secondary 
and university higher literacy practices, which were no longer 
called rhetoric. However, in the more protean U.S. society of the 
period, commercial, corporate, journalistic, technical, scientific, 
and professional forms of literacy (entirely outside more tradi- 
tional liberal education) gathered increasing importance and so- 
phistication. A good index of the increasingly complex terrain of 
literate practices is the variety of magazines and newspapers that 
flooded the U.S. market in the century following the Civil War. 

During this time, however, formal rhetorical teaching in Brit- 
ain had vanished, and in the United States it had gone into a 
decline, stabilized under the simplified psychological assumptions 
of faculty and modes (Mulderig) and a simplified model of ex- 
pository transmission of knowledge (Connors), both taught only 
to those who were viewed as not yet having reached adequate 
competence to take part in the literary literacy of liberal educa- 
tion. The theory that accompanied these pedagogic practices was 
in a fundamental sense arhetorical, in that it aimed at the devel- 
opment of the individual writer’s cognitive faculties rather than 
at the effective interaction with an audience. Improved commu- 
nication and persuasion were assumed to come from the increased 
shared understanding and approbation of those whose faculties 
were similarly developed. People of reason and refinement would 
come to a common understanding through intelligent writing. 
Composition became a mental discipline rather than a strategic 
art. 

Until the revival of composition, new elaborations of rhe- 
torical theory in this century rose primarily out of literary con- 
cerns and bear the marks caused by addressing literary problems 
(as in the work of Burke, Booth, and, by after-the-fact appro- 
priation, Bakhtin). The formation of speech departments pre- 
served a rhetoric aimed at spoken performance, with strong 
continuing allegiance to classical models. Technical, business, 
organizational, and journalistic writing developed their own 
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trainings within the professional schools and separate from En- 
glish departments, composition, or rhetoric. 



Composition’s Rhetoric 

In the United States in the post-World War II decades, the new 
field of composition, devoted to university writing, attempted to 
develop new rhetorics out of communication and linguistics, seek- 
ing new grounds for considering the form and interactions of 
writing."^ After these impulses faltered, however, classical rheto- 
ric, reimported from speech departments, became the only alter- 
native to literary models for considering what one would want 
to write, to whom, for what purposes, and in what form. The 
investigation of writing processes and the psychology of writing 
did provide new energy, research, and theory for composition, 
but it has not provided much guidance as to what kinds of texts 
those processes might produce and what the consequences of those 
texts might be (see Russell, “Activity Theory and Process Ap- 
proaches”). 

The issues of what one might write, for whom, for what pur- 
pose, and in what form have, however, been reengaged by writ- 
ing across the curriculum, in the disciplines and professions, and 
in the workplace, which have opened up the perspective presented 
here. The descriptive work of located writing practices has opened 
up new questions calling for new theory to guide people reading 
and writing in these new domains. Genre theory (drawing on 
linguistics, sociology, anthropology, history, and rhetoric [see 
Bazerman, “Life”; Bhatia; Freedman and Medway]) and activity 
theory (with its roots in psychology [see Russell, “Activity Theory 
and Its Implications,” “Rethinking Genre”]) have started to pro- 
vide some shape to what we have found. Although orienting us 
to the social and personal dynamics of writing, however, these 
theories have not yet provided a comprehensive practical rheto- 
ric to help guide people in their literate interactions. 

Whether on the basis of these or other theories, a new rheto- 
ric for literacy needs to be built hand in hand with our growing 
knowledge of how modern society has come to work through 
the written word. And that new rhetoric needs to be flexible 
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enough to address the transformations of literacy in electronic 
media — where word, sound, visuals, and calculation are being 
integrated and moved rapidly and cheaply across great distances 
in environments structured by the technology. It is a new world, 
and it needs a new rhetoric. The way to move toward that rheto- 
ric is through continued research into the forces actually at play 
in the many texts that circulate in the social spaces created by the 
print and electronic worlds, and into the ways individuals and 
their activities are influenced by their engagement with mediat- 
ing texts. By watching what these texts do and what people do 
with them, without assuming that they are simply reproducing 
the activities of the agora, we can move toward a rhetoric that 
will illuminate the great diversity of our communicative world. 



1. For overviews and collections, see Russell, “Writing and Genre”; 
Bazerman and Paradis; Freedman and Medway; Odell and Goswami; 
Spilka; Swales, Genre. 

2. For overviews, see Murphy, Rhetoric in the Middle Ages, and 
Perelman. 

3. For a translation of this text, see Murphy, Three Medieval Rhetori- 
cal Arts. 

4. Young, Becker, and Pike’s Rhetoric: Discovery and Change can be 
well understood as the culminating work of this period. 



Atkinson, Dwight. Scientific Discourse in Sociohistorical Context: The 
Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society of London, 1675- 
1975. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum, 1999. 

Bakhtin, Mikhail. The Dialogic Imagination: Pour Essays. Austin: U of 
Texas P, 1981. 

Barthes, Roland. The Pleasure of the Text. New York: Hill, 1975. 



Notes 



Works Cited 





- 24 - 



A Rhetoric for Literate Society 

Bazerman, Charles. “How Natural Philosophers Can Cooperate.” Tex- 
tual Dynamics of the Professions: Historical and Contemporary 
Studies of Writing in Professional Communities. Ed. Charles 
Bazerman and James Paradis. Madison: U of Wisconsin P, 1991. 
13-44. 

. “Intertextual Self-Fashioning: Gould and Lewontin’s Represen- 
tations of the Literature.” Understanding Scientific Prose. Ed. Jack 
Selzer. Madison: U of Wisconsin P, 1993. 20-41. 

. The Languages of Edison's Light. Cambridge: MIT P, 1999. 

. “The Life of Genre, the Life in the Classroom.” Genre and 

Writing: Issues, Arguments, Alternatives. Ed. Wendy Bishop and 
Hans Ostrom. Portsmouth, NH: Boynton, 1997. 19-26. 

. “Money Talks: The Rhetorical Project of Adam Smith’s Wealth 

of Nations.” Economics and Language. Ed. Willie Henderson, Tony 
Dudley-Evans, and Roger Backhouse. New York: Routledge, 1993. 
173-99. 

. “Response: Curricular Responsibilities and Professional Defi- 
nition.” Reconceiving Writing, Rethinking Writing Instruction. Ed. 
Joseph Petraglia. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum, 1995. 249-60. 

. Shaping Written Knowledge: The Genre and Activity of the 

Experimental Article in Science. Madison: U of Wisconsin P, 1988. 

Bazerman, Charles, and James Paradis, eds. Textual Dynamics of the 
Professions: Historical and Contemporary Studies of Writing in 
Professional Communities. Madison: U of Wisconsin P, 1991. 

Bazerman, Charles, and David R. Russell, eds. Landmark Essays on 
Writing Across the Curriculum. Davis, CA: Hermagoras P, 1994. 

Bermingham, Ann. “‘An Exquisite Practice’: The Institution of Draw- 
ing as a Polite Art in Britain.” Towards a Modern Art World. Ed. 
Brian Allen. New Haven: Yale UP, 1995. 47-66. 

Besnier, Niko. Literacy, Emotion, and Authority: Reading and Writing 
on a Polynesian Atoll. Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1995. 

Bhatia, Vijay K. Analyzing Genre: Language Use in Professional Set- 
tings. Essex, Eng.: Longman, 1993. 

Blakeslee, Ann M. “Activity, Context, Interaction, and Authority: Learn- 
ing to Write Scientific Papers In Situ." Journal of Business and Tech- 
nical Communication 11 (1997): 125-69. 



CHARLES BAZERMAN 



Booth, Wayne C. The Rhetoric of Fiction. Chicago: U of Chicago P, 
1961. 

Burke, Kenneth. A Rhetoric of Motives. Berkeley: U of California P, 
1969. 

Chafe, Wallace. “Information Flow in Speaking and Writing.” The Lin- 
guistics of Literacy. Ed. Pamela Downing, Susan D. Lima, and 
Michael Noonan. Amsterdam: Benjamins, 1992. 17-30. 

Chartier, Roger. The Cultural Uses of Print in Early Modern France. 
Princeton: Princeton UP, 1987. 

Cohen, Patricia Cline. A Calculating People: The Spread of Numeracy 
in Early America. Chicago: U of Chicago P, 1982. 

Connors, Robert J. Composition-Rhetoric: Backgrounds, Theory, and 
Pedagogy. Pittsburgh: U of Pittsburgh P, 1997. 

Dear, Peter, ed. The Literary Structure of Scientific Argument: Histori- 
cal Studies. Philadelphia: U of Pennsylvania P, 1991. 

Eisenstein, Elizabeth L. The Printing Press as an Agent of Change: Com- 
munications and Cultural Transformations in Early Modern Eu- 
rope. Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1979. 

Engestrom, Yrjo, and David Middleton, eds. Cognition and Communi- 
cation at Work. Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1996. 

Freedman, Aviva, and Peter Medway, eds. Genre and the New Rheto- 
ric. London: Taylor, 1994. 

Giddens, Anthony. The Constitution of Society: Outline of the Theory 
of Structuration. Berkeley: U of California P, 1984. 

Goody, Jack. The Logic of Writing and the Organization of Society. 
Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1986. 

Harris, Randy, ed. Landmark Essays on Rhetoric of Science: Case Stud- 
ies. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum, 1997. 

Havelock, Eric A. The Literate Revolution in Greece and Its Cultural 
Consequences. Princeton: Princeton UP, 1982. 

Kaestle, Carl F. Literacy in the United States: Readers and Reading since 
1880. New Haven: Yale UP, 1991. 

Mulderig, Gerald P. “Nineteenth Century Psychology and the Shaping 
of Alexander Bain’s English Composition and Rhetoric.” The Rhe- 





- 26 - 



A Rhetoric for Literate Society 



torical Tradition and Modern 'Writing. Ed. James J. Murphy. New 
York: MLA, 1982. 95-104. 

Murphy, James J. Rhetoric in the Middle Ages: A History of Rhetorical 
Theory from Saint Augustine to the Renaissance. Berkeley: U of 
California P, 1974. 

, ed. A Short History of Writing Instruction from Ancient Greece 

to Twentieth -Century America. Davis, CA: Hermagoras, 1990. 

. Three Medieval Rhetorical Arts. Berkeley: U of California P, 

1971. 

Odell, Lee, and Dixie Goswami, eds. Writing in Nonacademic Settings. 
New York: Guilford, 1985. 

Olson, David R. The World on Paper: The Conceptual and Cognitive 
Implications of Writing and Reading. Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 
1994. 

Ong, Walter J. Orality and Literacy: The Technologizing of the Word. 
New York: Methuen, 1982. 

Perelman, Les. “The Medieval Art of Letter Writing: Rhetoric as Insti- 
tutional Expression.” Textual Dynamics of the Professions: His- 
torical and Contemporary Studies of Writing in Professional 
Communities. Ed. Charles Bazerman and James Paradis. Madison: 
U of Wisconsin P, 1991. 97-119. 

Porter, Theodore. Trust in Numbers: The Pursuit of Objectivity in Sci- 
ence and Public Life. Princeton: Princeton UP, 1995. 

Priestley, Joseph. A Course of Lectures on Oratory and Criticism. Lon- 
don: J. Johnson, 1777. 

Prior, Paul. Writing/Disciplinarity: A Sociohistoric Account of Literate 
Activity in the Academy. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum, 1998. 

Quintilian. The Instituto Oratoria of Quintilian. Trans. Harold E. But- 
ler. 4 vols. Cambridge: Harvard UP, 1922. 

Russell, David R. “Activity Theory and Its Implications for Writing In- 
struction.” Reconceiving Writing, Rethinking Writing Instruction. 
Ed. Joseph Petraglia. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum, 1995. 51-77. 

. “Activity Theory and Process Approaches: Writing Power in 

School and Society.” Post-Process Theory: Beyond the Writing-Pro- 
cess Paradigm. Ed. Thomas Kent. Carbondale: Southern Illinois 
UP, 1999. 80-95. 




- 27 - 



54 



CHARLES BAZERMAN 



. “Rethinking Genre in School and Society: An Activity Theory 

Analysis.” Written Communication 14 (1997): 504-54. 

. “Writing and Genre in Higher Education and Workplaces: A 

Review of Studies That Use Cultural-Historical Activity Theory.” 
Mind, Culture and Activity 4 (1997): 224-37. 

Schudson, Michael. The Power of News. Cambridge: Harvard UP, 1995. 

Scribner, Sylvia, and Michael Cole. The Psychology of Literacy. Cam- 
bridge: Harvard UP, 1981. 

Selzer, Jack. “Intertextuality and the Writing Process.” Writing in the 
Workplace: New Research Perspectives. Ed. Rachel Spilka. 
Carbondale: Southern Illinois UP, 1993. 171-80. 

Shapin, Steven. A Social History of Truth: Civility and Science in Seven- 
teenth-Century England. Chicago: U of Chicago P, 1994. 

Spilka, Rachel, ed. Writing in the Workplace: New Research Perspec- 
tives. Carbondale: Southern Illinois UP, 1993. 

Stratman, James. “Investigating Persuasive Processes in Legal Discourse 
in Real Time.” Discourse Processes 17 (1994): 1-57. 

Swales, John. Genre Analysis: English in Academic and Research Set- 
tings. Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1990. 

. Other Floors, Other Voices: A Textography of a Small Univer- 
sity Building. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum, 1998. 

Tannen, Deborah, ed. Coherence in Spoken and Written Discourse. 
Norwood, NJ: Ablex, 1984. 

van Nostrand, A. D. Fundable Knowledge : The Marketing of Defense 
Technology. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum, 1997. 

Vygotsky, Lev. Mind in Society: The Development of Higher Psycho- 
logical Processes. Cambridge: Harvard UP, 1978. 

Yates, Jo Anne. Control through Communication: The Rise of System in 
American Management. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins UP, 1989. 

Young, Richard, Alton Becker, and Kenneth Pike. Rhetoric: Discovery 
and Change. New York: Harcourt, 1970. 




- 28 - 



Chapter Two 





Accounting for ‘^ell-Wom 
Grooves”: Composition as a 
Self-Reinforcing Mechanism 

Maureen Daly Goggin 
Arizona State University 

Steve Beatty 
Arizona State University 



T oward the end of “Tracing Round the Frame,’” Richard 
Young poses a question that serves as an impetus for this 
chapter, for it is a question that both of us as scholars and teach- 
ers of writing have pondered long and hard: 

[W]hy does our profession persist in relegating the study and 
teaching of writing to an inferior status despite what is by now 
more than a generation of serious theoretical, historical, and 
applied work in rhetorical studies in English Departments? One 
would think that the achievement and the potential it has re- 
vealed for valuable work in the future would have had a greater 
impact on attitudes and practices in the profession. We have 
swerved from well-worn grooves many times in the past for 
less reason. (150) 

We, too, have wondered why, despite decades of dedicated ef- 
forts to unseat it, the compulsory first-year composition system 
established over a century ago remains impervious to any sub- 
stantial change. 

What makes this situation so puzzling is that since its incep- 
tion as a response to perceived problems with student writing, 
college composition has been roundly and consistently criticized 
as inadequate. “If freshman composition really began in 1874,” 
noted Leonard Greenbaum in “The Tradition of Complaint,” 
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“the first complaint was probably registered in 1875. But on 
record, in black print, the assault against freshman English be- 
gan in 1911, and continued in 1928, 1929, 1931, 19 . . ( 175 ): 
In the thirty years since Greenbaum’s observation, the study of 
writing has received unprecedented scholarly attention. Yet, sur- 
prisingly, the substantial body of research we have accumulated 
on literate practices has had virtually no systemic effect on the 
teaching of writing. As Richard Marius rightly points out, “I can 
think of no book or article devoted to research or theory that has 
made a particle of difference in the general teaching of composi- 
tion for the past twenty or thirty years — and I can think of a 
great many commonly held assumptions in the discipline that are 
supported by no major research at all” (466). Instead, we have 
the same old first-year composition and the same old complaints 
(Russell, “Vygotsky” 195; Crowley, “Personal”). That compul- 
sory first-year composition programs continue, seemingly imper- 
vious to change, is a puzzle begging explanation. 

In this chapter, we hope to contribute to that explanation. To 
do so, we draw on the powerful economic theory of the self- 
reinforcing mechanism (SRM), a theory that offers a robust ex- 
planation of how and why inferior technologies and systems 
succeed despite superior alternatives.^ We then trace the emer- 
gence of first-year composition as a complex but suboptimal sys- 
tem. In so doing, we hope to explain how first-year composition 
emerged as a solution, how it became locked in as an SRM, and 
how we might “exit” lock-in to another alternative. In other 
words, we hope to explain how the “well-worn groove” Young 
speaks of was dug, why we remain stuck in it, and how we might 
swerve from it. 

Why Inferior Systems Sometimes 
Succeed: The Story of QWERTY 

Why was VHS able to corner the video market when Betamax, 
by all accounts a superior technological system, entered the mar- 
ket first? Why is the U.S. nuclear industry dominated by light- 
water reactors when safer and superior gas-cooled reactors have 
been available from the outset? Why did the auto industry end 
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up producing only gasoline-powered engines when far safer, 
cleaner, and more efficient electric and steam-powered technolo- 
gies were equally available? To explain how such inferior alter- 
natives can prevail over superior ones, W. Brian Arthur turned to 
the physical sciences and the theory of self-reinforcing mecha- 
nism (SRM). 

According to SRM theory, some dynamic systems in biology, 
physics, and chemical kinetics possess multiple “emergent struc- 
tures.” A system’s initial starting point, combined with random 
events and fluctuations, can determine which of the possible 
emergent structures a system “locks into.” Arthur effectively dem- 
onstrates how SRM theory can be applied to economics as well 
(“Competing,” “Self-Reinforcing”). In his words, “in many eco- 
nomical systems, lock-in happens dynamically, as sequential de- 
cisions ‘groove’ out an advantage that the system finds hard to 
escape from” (“Self- Reinforcing” 13). 

For example, if you look at your computer keyboard, chances 
are that the top row of letters spells out QWERTYUIOP. Al- 
though it has been long known that QWERTY is not the optimal 
keyboard arrangement, it remains the overwhelmingly dominant 
keyboard on the market today. In “Clio and the Economics of 
QWERTY,” Paul A. David uses SRM theory to explain why. 

Obviously, there are a number of possible emergent struc- 
tures (that is, alternatives) for the arrangement of letters on a 
keyboard. To understand why the QWERTY keyboard prevailed, 
we must go back to October 1867, the month Christopher Latham 
Sholes, assisted by his two friends Carlos Glidden and Samuel W. 
Soule, filed a patent application for a primitive writing machine. 
As the fifty-second “inventor” of the typewriter, Sholes was by 
no means the first to create a writing machine, but he was the 
first to create a practical one. Earlier typewriters, originally in- 
vented for the visually impaired, were large (some as big as pi- 
anos), clumsy, and slow, far slower than writing by hand. Sholes 
designed a more efficient model, with keys that were arranged 
alphabetically in two rows. The letters were placed at the end of 
typebars that hung in a circle in the center of the machine. A 
roller, which held the paper in place, sat over the circle of typebars; 
when a key was pressed, the corresponding typebar swung up 
from underneath to strike the paper. 
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Unfortunately, Sholes’s “Type Writer” had two major defects; 
its typebars tended to jam and its printing point was invisible to 
the typist. As a result, when typebars clashed and stuck together, 
the typist was unaware that succeeding strokes continued to ham- 
mer the impression of the bottom typebar — the same letter — onto 
the page. In an effort to minimize clashes and jams, Sholes drew 
on a study of letter-pair frequency conducted by educator Amos 
Densmore and rearranged the placement of keys to separate the 
most common pairs of letters, such as “TH.” This rearrange- 
ment resulted in a four-row keyboard similar to the QWERTY 
arrangement we know today. In 1873, E. Remington and Sons 
purchased the manufacturing rights to Sholes’s typewriter and 
switched the placement of the “R” with the period mark. Mov- 
ing the “R” to the top row permitted Remington’s sales force to 
rapidly type out its brand name — TYPE WRITER — and thus 
dazzle potential customers. 

Thus a technological challenge — reducing clashing typebars — 
combined with a slick sales gimmick, determined the emergent 
structure of the QWERTY keyboard. Although the Remington 
TYPE WRITER with its QWERTY keyboard had the advantage 
of being the first system introduced in the United States, its posi- 
tion was tenuous as the typewriter boom of the 1880s exploded 
and multiple competitors with rival designs entered the market. 
Indeed, Remington’s typewriter sales did not take off until after 
a second model, the Remington 2, was introduced in 1878. Un- 
like the TYPE WRITER, which contained only capital letters, 
the Remington 2 provided both upper- and lowercase letters 
through the only other major modification of the QWERTY key- 
board, the Shift key. 

Meanwhile, competitive machines were developed that elimi- 
nated both major defects of the Sholes typewriter. Not only did 
they offer a visible printing point but new designs such as Tho- 
mas Edison’s electric print- wheel device (which eventually be- 
came the basis for the teletype machine) and Lucien Stephen 
Crandall’s revolving cylindrical sleeve (a precursor to the revolu- 
tionary IBM 72/82’s golf ball design) eliminated the need for 
typebars altogether. These alternative systems solved the techno- 
logical glitches that had necessitated the design of the QWERTY 
keyboard. Freed from the restrictions of typebars and invisible 
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printing points, competitors began offering new keyboard ar- 
rangements. In fact, no fewer than seven improvements on the 
QWERTY keyboard were patented in the United States and Great 
Britain by 1924. Most notable of the new arrangements was one 
featuring a DHIATENSOR home (middle) row. This arrange- 
ment, aptly termed the “Ideal” keyboard, enabled typists to com- 
pose over 70 percent of the words in the English language without 
leaving the home row. 

Despite the introduction of more efficient keyboard designs 
and technological advances that made the QWERTY arrange- 
ment dispensable, the U.S. typewriter industry standardized the 
QWERTY keyboard, referring to it as “the Universal.” Indeed, 
between 1895 and 1905 even nontypebar typewriter manufac- 
turers began offering two versions of their machines, one with 
the Ideal keyboard and another with the Universal. Among these 
was Hammond, which in 1881 introduced a two-row, curved 
Ideal keyboard (the precursor to the ergonomically designed key- 
boards of today). But following the lead of other typewriter manu- 
facturers, Hammond also soon made the Universal Hammond 
available. 

In 1932 Professor August Dvorak of Washington State Uni- 
versity took the principle underlying the Ideal keyboard even fur- 
ther. Placing the vowels AOEUI on one side of the home row and 
the consonants DHTNS on the other, Dvorak dramatically in- 
creased keyboard efficiency. His new arrangement meant that a 
typist could type about four hundred of the most common words 
in English without leaving the home row, compared to one hun- 
dred using the QWERTY arrangement. Yet even the invention of 
the Dvorak Simplified Keyboard — on which trained typists broke 
most of the world’s records for speed typing and whose produc- 
tivity was proven (in U.S. Navy experiments) to pay for the cost 
of retraining a group of typists within a mere ten days — was not 
enough to displace the dominance of the QWERTY design.^ 

Why did the QWERTY system prevail over superior alterna- 
tives? In an acronym, SRM. As Paul David explains, “[I]mportant 
influences upon the eventual outcome can be exerted by tempo- 
rally remote events, including happenings dominated by chance 
elements rather than systematic forces” (332). In other words, 
seemingly incidental or even random events can set SRMs in 
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motion and contribute to their staying power; or, as David puts 
it, competition in an imperfect market can drive an “industry 
prematurely into standardization on the wrong system"" (336), 
What’s more, according to Arthur, “once a solution is reached, it 
is difficult to exit from” (“Self-Reinforcing” 10), 

In the case of the QWERTY system, it was the unforeseeable 
advent of touch typing (i,e,, the method of assigning particular 
fingers to each key so that it is possible to type without looking) 
in the late 1880s that locked in the emergent structure of the 
keyboard to the QWERTY design. From its inception, touch typ- 
ing was tied to the QWERTY design. Remington’s introduction 
of the Shift key in 1878 favored touch typing because other manu- 
facturers had doubled the number of keys, two for each letter, to 
add small-letter capability. Wed to the QWERTY keyboard, touch 
typing set in motion an SRM for the QWERTY system. And even 
when other manufacturers adopted the Shift key for alternative 
boards, QWERTY was on its way to lock-in. 

Economic SRMs such as the QWERTY system, according to 
Arthur, derive from four sources: (1) large set-up or fixed costs; 
(2) learning effects; (3) coordination effects; and (4) adaptive 
expectations (“Self-Reinforcing” 10), The first of these four 
sources, large set-up or fixed costs, “give[s] the advantage of fall- 
ing unit costs to increased output” (10), As more QWERTY sys- 
tems were purchased (due in part to the popularity of touch 
typing), economies of scale came into play, and the cost of pro- 
ducing and selling QWERTY systems decreased in comparison 
to competitive systems. In addition, learning effects, which “act 
to improve products or lower their cost as their prevalence in- 
creases” (10), also promoted self-reinforcement. Once an increas- 
ing number of typists learned on QWERTY, businesses in turn 
were more likely to purchase QWERTY typewriters, and subse- 
quent manufacturers had powerful incentives to produce 
QWERTY machines. The more these were produced, the lower 
the cost of manufacturing them. In addition, as more typists 
learned to type on QWERTY systems, the cost of QWERTY train- 
ing decreased in comparison to training on less prevalent non- 
QWERTY systems. For example, if it costs $100 to train a typist 
and three of a firm’s five typists are already QWERTY trained, it 
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is less expensive to train the remaining two for $200 than to 
retrain the QWERTY three for $300. 

Likewise, coordination effects “confer advantages to ‘going 
along’ with other economic agents taking similar action” (10). 
As more typists learned the QWERTY system, the likelihood in- 
creased that firms would purchase QWERTY machines since it 
would give them a larger labor pool to draw from; and, vice 
versa, as more firms purchased QWERTY machines, the likeli- 
hood increased that typists would choose to learn the QWERTY 
system since that would enlarge their pool of prospective em- 
ployers. Finally, adaptive expectations hold that “increased preva- 
lence on the market enhances beliefs of further prevalence” (10). 
The more consumers purchased and were trained on QWERTY 
keyboards, the more others (including competitive manufactur- 
ers) believed QWERTY systems would be purchased. Or to put 
it another way, as more people believed the QWERTY system 
would prevail, QWERTY dominance became a self-fulfilling 
prophecy. As a result, even the developers of the Ideal keyboard 
decided to offer the Universal in order to increase their market 
share. 

In tracing the rise and eventual dominance of the inferior 
QWERTY keyboard arrangement, Paul David concludes, “I be- 
lieve there are many more QWERTY worlds lying out there in 
the past” (336). So do we. Indeed, we believe first-year composi- 
tion is just such a world/ 

QWERTY-Nomics and First- Year Composition 

An analogy can be drawn between the SRM of the QWERTY 
keyboard and that of first-year composition as a suboptimal sys- 
tem. The QWERTY keyboard has, of course, changed over the 
years since it was first introduced: circular metal keys have been 
replaced by square plastic ones, other keys have been added (e.g., 
the function keys on an extended computer keyboard), and, re- 
cently, more ergonomic keyboards have been designed. While 
these changes have admittedly improved functionality to a de- 
gree, they have not altered the basic QWERTY design. We argue 
that although first-year composition has undergone many changes 
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in philosophy — current-traditional, neo-Romantic, expressivism, 
neoclassical, new rhetoric, social constructionism, and so on (Ber- 
lin, Rhetoric; Winterowd and Blum) — like the QWERTY key- 
board, the system of composition as a universal, compulsory 
first-year requirement has remained essentially the same as when 
it first appeared at Harvard nearly 125 years ago. However, there 
is one major difference between the QWERTY keyboard and first- 
year composition. While the QWERTY keyboard may be ineffi- 
cient, it still works. There is precious little evidence that 
compulsory first-year composition has ever worked (Crowley, 
“Personal”; Marius 467; Russell, “Vygotsky” 195). 

To flesh out this analogy between QWERTY and first-year 
composition, we need to begin at the beginning, so to speak; we 
need to examine the nineteenth-century origins of first-year com- 
position. Given the complexities of the emergence of composi- 
tion, we might select any number of events as starting points and 
as particularly important chance happenings that contributed to 
the SRM of first-year composition. Given the limited space of 
this chapter, we focus primarily on three crucial events, all of 
which took place at Harvard: (1) the creation of an entrance 
examination in English composition, (2) the formation of En- 
glish A, and (3) the report of the Harvard Committee on Com- 
position and Rhetoric. To set the scene, we begin with the rise of 
the modern university. 

In the nineteenth century, higher education was radically 
transformed as the modern university arose and eventually sup- 
planted the classical college. Since the Middle Ages, the mission 
of the classical college had been to instill piety and morality and, 
above all, to preserve knowledge. Modern tertiary education, as 
Laurence Veysey has shown, sought three new goals — to create, 
use, and preserve knowledge; to eradicate ignorance; and to cre- 
dential newly emerging professions. In the process, the four-year 
prescribed curriculum of the classical college was eventually dis- 
placed by an elective curriculum, and academic institutions were 
carved up into departments and disciplines. The emergence of 
new goals and pedagogical methods for higher education had an 
enormous impact on lower schools as they were forced to revise 
their curricula to prepare an ever growing new body of students 
for postsecondary education. 
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Historians of composition have examined how the study of 
rhetoric, which had dominated the curriculum in higher educa- 
tion for over 2,500 years, was displaced within U.S. educational 
institutions toward the end of the nineteenth century (Kitzhaber; 
Berlin, Writing:, Crowley, Methodical; Johnson). In the classical 
college, the study of rhetoric commanded substantial curriculum 
space during all four years of academic study. However, as the 
focus of the modern university shifted, the number of courses in 
rhetoric dwindled to two, the now familiar first-year composi- 
tion classes. Whereas once philosophies and theories of discourse 
were the core of rhetorical study, the composition course and the 
textbooks it gave rise to concentrated almost exclusively on the 
mechanical aspects (correctness and ease) of discourse. At the 
same time, literary studies, the new kid on the block, was in- 
versely gaining in strength, numbers, and prestige. It was neither 
inevitable nor predictable that the study of rhetoric would dwindle 
into a state of such minor importance, nor that the study of lit- 
erature would assume the central place in English studies. To 
understand this, we need to touch briefly on some of the forces 
underlying the rise of the modern university. 

In the turmoil of defining disciplinary and departmental spaces 
in the newly emerging institutions of higher education, there were 
several viable paths open to those interested in the study and 
teaching of literate practices. Any of these might have secured a 
more prestigious and permanent space in academia than that 
which they eventually followed. First and foremost, those inter- 
ested in literate practices had, but lost, an opportunity to secure 
a scholarly space rather than a marginalized service space. Had 
they established rhetoric and composition as an intellectual en- 
deavor within departments of English, it would have found a 
legitimate place that would have led to undergraduate programs; 
in turn, primary and secondary education in English might have 
developed quite differently as well. Instead, rhetoric was conflated 
to rhetoric/composition, which was understood as a corrective 
to perceived deficiencies, and thus it assumed a marginal service 
position in English departments. 

For a while in the beginning of the twentieth century, it ap- 
peared as though the study of literate practices might become the 
focus of serious scholarly attention. In one of several studies on 
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questions concerning rhetoric and composition conducted by Fred 
Newton Scott, then president of the Pedagogical Section of MLA, 
English professors around the country were polled on whether 
they considered rhetoric to be an appropriate subject for gradu- 
ate study/ The responses to Scott’s survey, which were published 
in a report in PMLA in 1901, revealed that “a decided majority 
of the writers hold that the subject [rhetoric], as they define it, 
has a legitimate place as a graduate study” (Mead 188). Given 
this majority response, we cannot help but ask why rhetoric did 
not then become a subject of graduate study in departments of 
English and why it did not assume a scholarly place within the 
subject of English studies. 

Part of the answer lies in the complex battles that took place 
as new departments and disciplines scrambled for limited space 
in the newly forming institutions of higher education. Although 
separate branches of knowledge had existed since classical times, 
with the trivium (rhetoric, logic, and grammar) and the 
quadrivium (arithmetic, music, geometry, and astronomy) being 
codified in the Middle Ages, modern disciplines emerged in the 
nineteenth century as a radically new concept and practice. Both 
the divisions of knowledge and the disciplinary organizations that 
were formed to support these divisions constituted a complete 
break with the past. To claim disciplinary status and, ultimately, 
secure departmental space for an academic subject, scholars had 
to demonstrate that their field was a Wissenschaft (science) rather 
than an art. The root wissen means knowledge. A Wissenschaft 
generated theory and knowing while an art was understood as a 
practice and a doing. Moreover, preference was given to those 
who could show that their field was a naturwissenschaft (a sci- 
ence dealing with that made by nature) rather than a 
geisteswissenschaft (a moral science dealing with that made by 
humans) since the former was understood to render universal 
truths while the latter was limited to contingent truths, those 
subject to human whim and thus deemed less reliable. 

Unfortunately, there was little agreement among nineteenth- 
century rhetoricians on whether rhetoric could be best under- 
stood as a science or an art.® Henry Day, for example, declared, 
“Rhetoric has been correctly defined to be the Art of Discourse. 
This definition presents Rhetoric as an art, in distinction from a 
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science” (864). Adam Sherman Hill likewise noted that rhetoric 
“is an art, not a science” (Principles 881). Speaking for the other 
side, David Hill argued that “as a science, [rhetoric] discovers 
and establishes these laws. Rhetoric is, therefore, the science of 
the laws of effective discourse” (880). This debate problematized 
the location and treatment of rhetoric within modern academia 
in general and within departments of English in particular. The 
picture drawn by respondents to Scott’s poll was even more com- 
plicated. 

Although the majority agreed that rhetoric was a fit subject 
for graduate study, the reasons given revealed vast disagreements 
about the nature, aim, and scope of rhetoric.^ On the Wissenschaft 
side, there were those who argued that rhetoric was a theoretical 
enterprise and as such was deserving of advanced study. As one 
respondent put it, “it seems to me the value of Rhetoric as a 
subject for graduate work depends on whether it be regarded as 
an art or a science, if these distinctions be allowed. Rhetoric should 
be mastered in its practical aspects before the student completes 
his undergraduate study; but as a science I believe it is eminently 
suited for graduate work” (qtd. in Mead 198). On the other side 
were those who cast rhetoric as an art of production and argued 
that as such it was a fit subject for graduate work. As one person 
put it, “If regarded as an art, there would need to be a change in 
the interpretation of the advanced degrees. For the Oxford doc- 
torate in music the candidate must present a musical composi- 
tion as part of evidence of proficiency. I do not see why a rhetorical 
composition, an essay, a novel, a poem, or other literary kind 
should not count toward a degree in literature” (qtd. in Mead 
198).^ Still others eschewed both the theoretical and the practi- 
cal, framing rhetoric as pedagogical. One wrote: “I believe that 
the strict aims of Rhetoric as a graduate study should be peda- 
gogical in their nature” (qtd. in Mead 197). 

In hindsight, it seems that what prevented rhetoric from as- 
suming a legitimate place in English departments may not have 
been so much the multifaceted nature of rhetoric but the inabil- 
ity of those concerned to agree, if even temporarily, to a unified 
view (especially one that could accommodate multiple views of 
rhetoric as theory, practice, and pedagogy). Science, art, and peda- 
gogy did eventually create spaces for themselves in higher educa- 
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tion. Thus the study of literate practices might have fared better 
if those interested in it had followed the example of others who 
left departments of English to form their own disciplinary and 
departmental spaces.^ For example, those framing rhetoric as a 
Wissenschaft might have argued that the study of discursive prac- 
tices was a worthy theoretical enterprise and might have followed 
the lead of those in speech or linguistics who left English stud- 
ies.^® For those who claimed that rhetoric was an art — a doing — 
they might have argued the validity of studying rhetoric as a 
practice and followed the lead of journalism or drama, two other 
doings that withdrew from departments of English. Finally, for 
those who framed rhetoric as a pedagogical subject, they might 
have found space in the then newly emerging colleges and de- 
partments of education. Any of these routes would have secured 
the material space necessary for assuming a legitimate space. 

Staking out a separate material space was certainly a viable 
option at the time, one that William Payne in his 1895 introduc- 
tion to English in American Universities entertained. He was 
aware that divisions among rhetoric, linguistics, and literature 
might cause problems for future departments of English and thus 
considered the idea that perhaps there should be separate divi- 
sions: 

The questions may be raised whether it would not be well to 
set an official seal upon the separation of literature from its 
allied subjects by making it a separate department of univer- 
sity work. . . . The English scholars in our universities are, 
almost without exception, either literary critics or masters of 
linguistic science; they are rarely, if ever, both at once. Now 
this means that a department of English having a single head 
will almost inevitably become developed upon one side at the 
expense of the other. ( 27) 

His prophecy, of course, came true. Literary studies developed at 
the expense of both rhetoric and linguistics.^^ It became another 
SRM, but that is another story for which we do not have the 
necessary space. (See, for example, Graff; Ohmann; Shumway.) 

As a result, the teaching of writing but not the study of it 
became firmly entrenched within departments of English. Com- 
position was not conceived of as an intellectual endeavor: it was 
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not formed to create^ use^ or preserve knowledge. Rather, it was 
constructed as a marginal service enterprise, a temporary stop- 
gap against alleged inadequacies of preparatory education, and 
positioned, often quite literally, in the basements of English de- 
partments. 

The Birth of Composition 



Just as the demise of rhetoric — or, more specifically, the study of 
literate practices within departments of English — was not inevi- 
table, neither was the formation of English A as a prototypical 
dynamical system at Harvard. Nor was it inevitable that this sys- 
tem would eventually dominate writing programs across the coun- 
try. At least two alternatives for dealing with the supposed 
“literacy problem” competed with the Harvard model of the two- 
semester first-year composition course.’^ The traditional classi- 
cal course of rhetorical study, typically focusing on the theories 
of Blair, Campbell, Whately, and Cicero, had a strong hold on 
many colleges, especially in the East and South (Wozniak). At 
the other extreme, some schools such as Yale, Princeton, Stanford, 
the University of California, the University of Indiana, and the 
University of Nebraska offered no writing courses, relegating the 
responsibility to public and private preparatory schools. High 
entrance standards and a belief that students would absorb what 
they needed to know about writing from other courses in the 
college provided the rationale for not offering first-year compo- 
sition. This latter alternative is, of course, what Harvard wanted 
to do, but it felt that its students’ poor writing skills demanded 
immediate attention. First-year composition was developed to 
provide that attention; however, as we shall see later, it was never 
intended to be more than a temporary stopgap measure. 

It is all the more surprising, then, that by the beginning of 
the twentieth century Harvard’s two-semester, compulsory com- 
position program had become firmly entrenched throughout the 
country. This is not to say that every school followed the Harvard 
model exactly; some focused on personal writing (a precursor to 
creative writing programs), others on writing about literature 
(what would become the ubiquitous Introduction to Literature 
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course), and still others on an idea course (the precursor to the 
Great Books and general studies approaches). At many places, 
one or more of these approaches was blended with the Harvard 
expository approach. What is important for the purposes of our 
argument is that while there were various competing approaches 
to teaching composition, the basic structure was the same — one 
to two semesters of compulsory composition instruction. 

Let us turn now to how the path was so deeply and 
unswervingly cut. Except for a series of chance events and what 
in retrospect we might term bad luck, composition might never 
have taken hold in the first year as a required course within de- 
partments of English. To explore these events, we need to con- 
sider briefly the history of Harvard University. 



Emergence of the Entrance Exam at Harvard 



In the two centuries leading up to 1865, students seeking admis- 
sion to Harvard were required to demonstrate proficiency in Latin, 
Greek, and mathematics. Harvard had a classical four-year pre- 
scribed curriculum and conducted most of its instruction in Latin 
and Greek; its pedagogy was largely oral recitation. After Charles 
Eliot assumed the presidency. Harvard underwent enormous 
changes. Under Eliot an elective curriculum was developed, teach- 
ing in and about English assumed a strong position, and written 
work began to supersede oral recitation.’^ In 1865 the first en- 
trance exam to test proficiency in English was administered. Be- 
tween 1865 and 1872, students were tested in their ability to 
read English aloud. In the academic year 1872-73, for the very 
first time, students seeking admission were required to exhibit 
good written skills, namely, “correct spelling, punctuation, and 
expression, as well as legible handwriting” (“Three Harvard” 
34). In June 1873, the first entrance examination in written com- 
position was administered. The exam consisted of two parts: an 
essay based on a selection of English literature and the correction 
of poorly written, incorrect sentences. 

The first written entrance exam was administered in the very 
year that Adam Sherman Hill was appointed as an assistant to 
Francis James Child, Boylston Professor of Rhetoric at Harvard. 
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Several years later, Hill replaced Child as Boylston Professor of 
Rhetoric, a position he held until 1904. Under the encourage- 
ment of then president Charles Eliot, Hill created the first com- 
position program in 1874. Hill, who defined rhetoric as “an art 
not a science” (Principles 881), designed a two-semester, two- 
hour course based on his Principles of Rhetoric. His program 
was offered, alongside four years of rhetoric courses, at the sopho- 
more level from 1874 until 1885, when it was moved, with much 
controversy, to the first year. 

From just about the moment Hill’s English A, as it was called, 
appeared on the schedule. Hill fought to have the hours increased 
to three hours per semester and to have it moved to the first year. 
His request caused ferocious battles. In 1879, Hill complained 
that “unfortunately, however, it has not been found possible to 
make room in the Freshman year for English, no one of the de- 
partments which now occupy the year being willing to give up 
any of its time, and each supporting the others in opposition to 
change” (“Answer” 52). The crux of the problem for the other 
departments was that the first year was a prime time to lure stu- 
dents into upper-division courses in their departments. The ad- 
vent of the elective system meant that no one was guaranteed 
students; students’ schedules were crowded and their interests 
did not always lie with these other departments. As Brown de- 
scribes of those times, the other faculty “were engaged in a mad 
scramble to enlist recruits among the freshmen for their elective 
courses” (30). Nevertheless, Hill persevered. With the help of Le 
Baron Russell Briggs, who had become his assistant (along with 
Barrett Wendell and W. B. Shubrick Clymer) in the early 1880s, 
Hill won. In 1884 first-year college composition took its place 
firmly in the curriculum of the English department, where it be- 
came an SRM. 

The course was intimately tied to yet another SRM, the en- 
trance exam in English composition. The exam served, among 
other things, to secure the placement of composition squarely 
within the English department. Indeed, it can be argued that the 
entrance exam is to first-year composition what touch typing is 
to the QWERTY keyboard. What planted the composition course 
so firmly within the English department was the fact that the 
exam was tied to English literature (just as touch typing was tied 
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to the QWERTY keyboard). For example, the subject for the 
1879 composition entrance exam was drawn from “Shakspere’s 
[sic] Macbeth, Richard II, and Midsummer Night’s Dream; Scott’s 
Guy Mannering; Byron’s Prisoner of Chilton; Thackeray’s Henry 
Esmond; Macaulay’s Essay on Addison; the Sir Roger de Coverley 
Essays in the Spectator” (Hill, “Answer” 49). Prospective stu- 
dents were sternly warned: “Every candidate is expected to be 
familiar with all the books in this list” (emphasis in original, 49). 
Students could fail not only if their composition exhibited poor 
grammar and mechanics but also if they were not sufficiently 
familiar with the literary masterpiece they were to write about. 

The test did not have to be tied to English literature. In fact, 
there were numerous proposals on the table to replace the litera- 
ture-based entrance exam at Harvard with other content sub- 
jects. One proposal was to open the exam to any subject and 
“try the candidate’s knowledge of English by all his examination 
books, considered, whatever their subjects, as English composi- 
tion. This is an alluring plan, ideal in its excellence, and, alas,” 
concluded Le Baron Russell Briggs, “ideal in its impracticabil- 
ity” (58). The problem was finding a variety of readers compe- 
tent in the various subjects and then having the exams also read 
by those in the English department. Another plan was to tie the 
exam to history rather than literature — a proposal to which Briggs, 
Hill’s successor as the Boylston Professor of Rhetoric, vehemently 
objected: “The proposal to substitute for the present test an ex- 
amination in English History, and to mark each book twice, once 
for History and once for English, is open to like objections: it 
would double the time needed for handling the [examination] 
books, and it would require no knowledge of literature” (58). 
Other proposals included testing students on the Primer of En- 
glish Literature, a philological text of historical and linguistic 
facts; replacing the section on correcting bad English with one 
on identifying good English; and abolishing the English entrance 
exam requirement altogether. Of the last, Briggs wrote, “They 
would suffer boys to come to college without a sense of literary 
form, and to ‘dump’ their knowledge promiscuously into their 
examination books” (58). At the center of the criticism of all 
these alternatives was the sentiment that “such an examination 
would not touch English literature” (58). Tied to literature, col- 
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lege English departments could retain a firm hold on the exam 
and composition programs. They could also control secondary 
education in English, not only by what they required for admis- 
sion of all prospective students but also in how they trained pro- 
spective secondary English teachers. The college entrance exam 
on written composition quickly became a common practice at 
many colleges. 

Every year the list of literary masterpieces for which students 
must be prepared changed. What made the situation even more 
problematic was the fact that other colleges following Harvard’s 
lead issued their own lists of literature, which had the effect of 
multiplying exponentially the number of literary sources with 
which students needed to be familiar. Public and private prepara- 
tory schools were thus forced to prepare students on an ever in- 
creasing number of literary sources. English teachers at the 
secondary level had to focus greater and greater blocks of time 
on literature.^'^ There was a certain irony at work here, for one 
of the primary purposes of the exam was to force lower schools 
to assume the burden of teaching students how to write in stan- 
dard English — a point that is very clearly made in the Harvard 
Report on Composition and Rhetoric and one we discuss more 
fully in the following section. Yet this goal was undoubtedly un- 
dermined by the exam itself. It is reasonable to assume that lower- 
division English teachers would have been able to devote more 
time to the study, practice, and teaching of writing had they not 
been burdened by the enormous literary demands of the entrance 
exam. That the exam was maintained in large part to force lower 
schools to assume the burden of teaching writing had significant 
implications for the required first-year composition course. 



Harvard Reports 

Just six years after composition had been installed as a first-year 
requirement, the Harvard Board of Overseers assembled a com- 
mittee to study the “problem” of composition and rhetoric. The 
problem, in brief, was that less than one-third of those applying 
to Harvard passed the entrance exam in English composition. 
Charles Francis Adams, Edwin Lawrence Godkin, and Josiah 
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Quincy (later replaced by George R. Nutter when Quincy be- 
came mayor of Boston) served on the committee for six years. 
Between 1891 and 1897, the Harvard Committee on Composi- 
tion and Rhetoric published four reports. Here we will concern 
ourselves with the first. Payne drew attention to its importance 
when he noted: 



[T]he Harvard Report may be said to have given the reform 
movement its strongest impulse, and made a burning “ques- 
tion of the day” out of a matter previously little more than 
academic in its interest. The subject was made to reach a larger 
public than it had ever reached before, and this new and wider 
public was fairly startled out of its self-complacency by the 
exhibit made of the sort of English written by young men and 
women supposed to have enjoyed the best preparatory educa- 
tional advantages. (12-13) 

The reach of this report would have enormous repercussions for 
the spread of first-year composition as a systemic response to 
perceived problems in the writing of the typical first-year college 
student, and for the public coming to firmly accept this response 
as a solution. The fact that this solution was so widely embraced 
is ironic given the arguments posed in the Harvard report. 

Embedded but clear in the report is the sense that first-year 
composition at Harvard was envisioned as a temporary stopgap, 
existing only because it was believed that lower schools were not 
doing an adequate job of preparing students to write English 
clearly and correctly.^^ In the words of the committee members, 
“At present a large corps of teachers have to be engaged and 
paid from the College treasury to do that which should have 
been done before the student presented himself for admission. 
While teaching these so-called students to write their mother- 
tongue, these instructors pass years correcting papers a mere 
glance at which shows that the present preparatory training is 
grossly inadequate” (Adams, Godkin, and Quincy 96). The com- 
mittee therefore recommended: 



[T]he College should forthwith, as regards English Composi- 
tion, be put in its proper place as an institution of advanced 
education. The work of theme writing ought to be pronounced 
a part of the elementary training, and as such relegated to the 
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preparatory schools. The student who cannot write the En- 
glish language with facility and correctness, should be sent back 
to the preparatory school to remain there until he can so write 
it. The College could then, as it should, relieve itself of one of 
the heaviest burdens now imposed upon it, while those admit- 
ted to College would be in a position to enter immediately on 
the studies to which they propose to devote themselves; and if, 
during the College course, they take English Composition as 
an elective they should pursue it in its higher branches, and 
not, as now, in its most elementary form. (96-97) 

The report continued to “further recommend that steps be taken 
in relation to the standard of English Composition required for 
admission to our colleges which shall compel the preparatory 
schools to change their present systems, and raise the standard to 
the required point” (97). The message was clear. The entrance 
exam in English composition was meant to be as much a politi- 
cal tool for shaping the teaching of English in lower schools as it 
was a measure of incoming students. This agenda is stated most 
clearly in the opening of the report: “[T]he present report is in- 
tended to operate directly on the preparatory schools, with a view 
to elevating the standard, and, if possible, changing radically the 
methods of instruction in English Composition pursued in them” 
(78).!^ 

The committee arrived at its recommendations after study- 
ing some 450 impromptu in-class essays written in 1891 by stu- 
dents enrolled in English A. For this essay, students were asked 
to describe “the methods of instruction in English Composition 
pursued in the school in which the writer of each paper had been 
prepared for college” (77). In all, the students came from 160 
different preparatory institutions, and they described a wide range 
of experiences in studying English literature and composition, 
from no attention to a fairly hefty schedule during all four years 
of secondary education. The committee’s conclusion presents a 
rather interesting paradox. Even as the writers of the report be- 
rated the quality of student prose and dismissed the essays, they 
relied on these same pieces of writing to provide quantitative and 
qualitative evidence for their report describing the kind and ex- 
tent of prior training in English composition and literature stu- 
dents were then receiving. In other words, the student writings 
communicated well enough to yield evidence of the nature and 
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degree of preparatory work, and yet still they were dismissed as 
being “no more creditable in form than they are in expression” 
(Adams, Godkin, and Quincy 92). What is most interesting in 
the diversity of responses, and what seems to have escaped the 
notice of the committee members, is that passing the Harvard 
entrance exam in English composition did not seem contingent 
on whether a student had had prior instruction in English com- 
position and literature. That is, there did not seem to be a whit of 
difference between those who had had direct instruction and those 
who had had no instruction; just as many of the latter passed the 
exam as did the former (79-90). 

Although this conundrum escaped the attention of the 
Harvard committee, it would fuel a debate published a few years 
later in Century Magazine under the title “Two Ways of Teach- 
ing English.” It would also be taken up by William Lyon Phelps 
who, as Barrett Wendell’s assistant, was teaching composition at 
Harvard during the same year the first Harvard committee re- 
port was undertaken. Two decades later Phelps would bluntly 
state, “On the subject of required English Composition, I am a 
stout, unabashed, and thorough skeptic” (287). While he had 
been at Harvard, between 1887 and 1891, he “then believed in 
the efficacy of the system” (288). However, based on his experi- 
ence later at Yale, where there was no entrance exam in compo- 
sition and no composition courses, Phelps’s belief was shattered. 
At Yale he taught Introduction to Literature and required stu- 
dents to write “four or five rather long compositions” (288). In 
his words: 

When I took home the first batch, I said: “Now for trouble. 
These young men have never had instruction in English com- 
position, and have never passed through the valuable drill in 
freshman year given in other colleges.” But, to my unspeak- 
able amazement, their compositions were just as good techni- 
cally as those written by Harvard sophomores! It was a 
tremendous surprise, for the writers were not, as a class, one 
whit more advanced mentally than their Harvard brothers. (289) 

Of course, Phelps was but one voice in a growing choir of voices 
that challenged Harvard’s composition program on numerous 
grounds (see Brereton 236-312). 
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Despite full frontal attacks on the Harvard program, de- 
spite Harvard’s own apparent misgivings, and despite alterna- 
tives to the two-semester compulsory system of composition, 
first-year college composition became firmly entrenched not 
only in the ivy halls of Harvard but also throughout the rest 
of the country, where it had spread quickly. In just one genera- 
tion, it became a fixed system on virtually every campus across 
the United States. The four sources of SRM — learning effects, 
large set-up and fixed costs, coordination effects, and adaptive 
expectations — help explain how and why this compulsory sys- 
tem locked in. 



Digging the Groove: First-Year 
College Composition as an SRM 



Of the four sources of self-reinforcing mechanisms, learning ef- 
fects had perhaps the largest initial impact on college composi- 
tion. As more individuals became trained through the system of 
first-year composition, both by taking courses and by teaching 
them, it quickly became the system of choice across the country. 
Learning effects were evident by the turn of this century, appear- 
ing with startling clarity in some of the responses to Fred New- 
ton Scott’s MLA survey of English professors on the question of 
whether rhetoric was an apt subject for graduate study. One of 
the participants in Scott’s study distributed the survey to sixteen 
of his own English composition students. Eleven of these stu- 
dents already held college degrees from some fifteen other insti- 
tutions, and some had taught English in secondary schools. 
Despite diverse educational backgrounds, “of these writers, ev- 
ery one discussed the main question as if Rhetoric were to be 
understood to mean English Composition as a whole or in part. 
Not one seriously considered the possibility of making rhetoric a 
study by itself” (qtd. in Mead 193). The remarkable similarity in 
the responses of this diverse group suggests that composition was 
quickly becoming the only system imaginable. 

How could college composition become a fixed system so 
quickly? Rollo Walter Brown, a former student of Le Baron Russell 
Briggs (the man who helped Hill establish composition as a first- 
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year requirement), offers a reasonable explanation for the wild- 
fire spread of Harvard’s system of first-year composition: 

Harvard, with an honorable past, attracted many men who 
expected to do college teaching. These men, when they went to 
their posts all over the country carried with them, as every 
college graduate must, some memory of the way things were 
done by their Alma Mater. And when these newer institutions 
sought a means of preventing students from disgracing them- 
selves every time they put pen to paper, they almost invariably 
made use of Harvard’s experience and established prescribed 
freshman courses in writing. (30-31) 

Just as touch typists who learned on a QWERTY keyboard spread 
quickly throughout the business world, thus encouraging the 
purchase of QWERTY typewriters, which in turn encouraged 
others to learn typing on QWERTY, those who had been trained 
under Harvard’s composition system spread quickly to other col- 
leges and there in turn taught others, reproducing the Harvard 
system. 

Of course, the exponential growth of first-year college com- 
position cannot be fully accounted for by these Harvard seed 
sowers. Learning effects were also spread quickly and efficiently 
via the newly emerging composition textbooks. These texts rep- 
resented a radical departure in both scope and function from 
previous rhetorical textbooks. Whereas earlier textbooks were 
primarily philosophical and theoretical treatments of rhetoric, 
the new composition textbooks were prescriptive works, designed 
to help students avoid the kinds of writing errors that might mar 
clarity and grace. Production of these prescriptive books prolif- 
erated throughout the late nineteenth and early twentieth centu- 
ries. They became (and often still are) the first and only training 
in writing instruction that composition teachers received 
(Connors, “Textbooks,” “Mechanical” 69). These teacher-proof 
textbooks thus helped perpetuate a mechanical view of literacy 
and validated the direct instruction of superficial features of dis- 
course.’^ 

Karen Schnakenberg, in this volume, provides an illuminat- 
ing discussion of the influence of these texts. As she notes. 
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When scholars such as [Richard] Hughes and [Edward R J.j 
Corbett, strongly sympathetic to classical rhetoric and strongly 
interested in reviving it as a resource for contemporary theory 
and practice, attempt to translate their interests into instruc- 
tional texts, they are, I argue, more hampered by a combina- 
tion of their own knowledge and training and the characteristics 
of the source texts upon which they draw. . . . (166) 

Composition textbooks became a strong vehicle for learning ef- 
fects, developing an interdependent (dare we say enabling) rela- 
tionship with the system of writing programs, each helping to 
keep the other firmly in place. 

Yet learning effects extended far beyond the profession and 
its textual apparatus to the public at large. Once those inside the 
academy came to believe that first-year composition was neces- 
sary, thus making it a universal requirement on almost every cam- 
pus, those outside the academy came to believe it as well. That 
belief became part of the fabric of our culture. As Donald 
McQuade has rightly noted, “composition studies remains one 
of the few academic disciplines in which outsiders insist on nam- 
ing and authorizing its activities, without accepting the intellec- 
tual responsibility — and institutional consequences — of doing so” 
(484). One of the most salient examples of this odd state of af- 
fairs can be found in the battle over, and ultimate rejection of, 
the proposed reformation of the writing program at the Univer- 
sity of Texas at Austin in the early 1990s. In describing the events 
surrounding this battle, Linda Brodkey points out: 

For the most part, critics of the course seemed unaware that 
those who teach and study writing refer to and share a litera- 
ture on theory, research, and practice similar to that in other 
fields. In unabashedly reducing writing and the teaching of 
writing to rules — of grammar, punctuation, and spelling — these 
critics suggest that the entire field of composition is contained 
in the handbooks and style manuals published by the trade 
presses for undergraduates. (247) 

The real problem, of course, is that so much of the profession of 
teaching writing — the system of composition — is scripted in those 
textbooks, the ones that teachers with little or no background in 
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the study of writing practices must depend on. The learning ef- 
fects continue to run deep. 

The second source of SRM, large set-up and fixed costs, also 
serves as a powerful influence on maintaining composition as a 
system. Once first-year composition became firmly entrenched 
in departments of English, it became increasingly inexpensive to 
run, and, in turn, it generated enormous profits. It is probably 
not an exaggeration to say that the system of composition has 
helped to keep English departments afloat economically. As Gerald 
Graff in his history of literary studies admits, “I deal only in 
passing with the teaching of composition [even though] . . . with- 
out that enterprise the teaching of literature could never have 
achieved its central status” (2). For English departments, com- 
position is a cash cow. 

Students pay the same tuition fees per credit hour for a first- 
year writing course as for any other course, yet the resulting profit 
margin per credit hour is typically much higher than that for any 
other class on campus. This is because first-year composition has 
been, and continues to be, taught primarily by low-paid adjunct 
faculty and teaching assistants, who not only receive a far smaller 
salary than faculty at any other rank but also generate far fewer 
overhead costs such as office space, telephones, computers, sec- 
retarial help, travel funds, sabbatical leave, and so on.*^ Given 
the large profit margin for composition, it pays to keep the course 
focused on mechanical literacy rather than on the study of liter- 
ate practices. In other words, it pays to maintain it as a skills 
course rather than one aimed at the creation, use, or preserva- 
tion of knowledge. In this way, it can be assumed that anyone 
can teach the course. And just about anyone does. 

Finally, the last two sources of SRMs, coordination effects 
and adaptive expectations, are also evident in the system of first- 
year composition. Coordination effects — the advantages that 
accumulate from going along with what other agents are doing — 
are apparent on both inter- and intra-institutional levels. When 
first-year composition is a university- or collegevvide requirement, 
all departments on a given campus are compelled to go along 
with that system. What department will or even can strike out on 
its own to abandon the requirement or offer something else in its 
place? Across institutions, the fact that first-year composition is 
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in place at most colleges and universities becomes a self-evident 
argument for keeping it in place at any individual four-year school. 
This effect is perhaps most obvious in large integrated public or 
state systems of higher education (including universities, colleges, 
and community colleges) when compulsory university requirements 
become part of a further entrenched bureaucratic policy. That is, if 
compulsory composition is required at the university, then the other 
institutions must offer comparable first-year composition programs 
so that students can transfer those credits within the system. If they 
do not offer first-year composition, they risk losing students to other 
institutions that do. And so the question becomes: Which institu- 
tion will dare to dismantle the system or offer an alternative to it 
when the vast majority of agents retain it?^® 

Coordination effects extend to the high schools as well. 
Secondary schools still prepare students for passing college en- 
trance exams — ACTs and SATs. High school English still focuses 
largely on literature, and yet English teachers are also expected 
to prepare their students to write college essays. In short, high 
school English is still predicated upon preparing students for the 
Harvard system. A related problem is that secondary education 
English teachers are trained almost exclusively in literary stud- 
ies; few English departments offer rhetoric and composition 
courses at the undergraduate level. Even though high school En- 
glish teachers are responsible for teaching writing and continue 
to take the blame for students who are supposedly poorly pre- 
pared, they are given little training to equip them for that job. 

Finally, adaptive expectations — the belief that the system will 
continue to be in place in the future — contribute to the tenacity 
of first-year composition. Those who believe that first-year com- 
position is here to stay have no reason to question the system or 
to create alternative systems. Once the system of first-year com- 
position became firmly entrenched, the belief that it was the only 
way to attack perceived literacy problems became more firmly 
implanted. In essence, the system came to be perceived as the 
subject matter. As a result, the response to the inadequacies of 
first-year composition has generally been to reform the system 
rather than to develop alternatives to it. 

Today, the four sources of SRM continue to operate on first- 
year composition, keeping it a firmly entrenched system. The 
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question is whether it is possible for the profession of teaching 
writing ever to exit from this locked-in path. 



Swerving from the Groove: Exiting Lock-In 

How likely is it that composition instruction can be changed sys- 
temically? In other words, how likely are we to swerve from the 
groove? Arthur notes, “[W]e can say that the particular equilib- 
rium is locked in to a degree measurable by the minimum cost to 
effect changeover to an alternative equilibrium” (“Self-Reinforc- 
ing” 13). Exiting from lock-in is possible under certain circum- 
stances, depending on which of the SRM sources is dominant. 

According to Arthur’s model, if coordinating effects and/or 
adaptive expectations are the primary sources of path dependence, 
the advantages of a new system can outweigh the familiarity of 
the old system, and thus wide-scale switching is more possible. 
Such was the case, for example, when Microsoft developed a 
graphical user interface (GUI) in the 1980s— similar to Apple’s 
already successful GUI — to exit from the clumsier and, for some, 
more difficult command line interface of DOS. This kind of switch, 
however, can only take place if users believe that a particular 
technological system will be superior and if enough users switch. 
In the case of Microsoft, Apple’s success with the user-friendly 
GUI set a precedent on which Microsoft could rely. 

A switch is also possible by fiat: “a negotiated mandated 
changeover to a superior collective choice can provide exit into 
the new ‘equilibrium’ at a negligible cost” (Arthur, “Self-Rein- 
forcing” 16). Typically, such moves require a central organiza- 
tion. Yet, even with its immense market power, Microsoft chose 
not to make the switch to GUI via fiat. Instead, it let users have 
the choice between Windows and DOS, while making it clear 
that Microsoft would focus its future product development on 
the Windows GUI platform. Windows has won out because, as 
Farrell and Solaner have shown, individual agents will decide to 
make the switch on their own as long as they believe others will 
prefer the new alternative (“Installed,” “Standardization”). How- 
ever, when individual agents cannot be certain how other agents 
will act, “excess inertia” can prevent exiting to a superior alter- 
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native. Put simply, without the expectation of coordinated ac- 
tion, individuals will not switch for fear of losing the benefits of 
coordinated effects. In the case of Microsoft Windows, third- 
party software developers had to believe that enough DOS users 
would switch to Windows to justify the cost of programming for 
Windows. Similarly, individual purchasers of Windows had to 
believe that enough software developers would create programs 
for the Windows platform to justify their own decision to pur- 
chase a Windows system. As Arthur points out, “as long as each 
user has certainty that the others also prefer the alternative, each 
will decide independently to ‘switch’” (“Self-Reinforcing” 16). 
But where certainty does not exist, excess inertia will prevent 
exit from lock-in. 

When learning effects and large set-up or fixed costs are the 
dominant sources of self-reinforcement, exiting lock-in is far more 
difficult. In this case, “usually advantages are not reversible and 
not transferable to an alternative equilibrium. Repositioning is 
then difficult” (Arthur, “Self-Reinforcing” 16). Here we can be- 
gin to understand why we are locked into a system that contin- 
ues to keep instruction in and about literate practices marginalized, 
that remains impervious to the growing rich body of scholarship 
and research on literacy and rhetoric, and that is so ubiquitous. 
As a system, first-year composition appears far too profitable to 
risk changing. Moreover, redesigning the system and staffing it 
with professors who have a scholarly background in literacy 
would require prohibitively large initial set-up and fixed costs. 
Unlike the situation with Microsoft Windows in which a viable 
alternative interface system was already in place at Apple, there 
are as yet no alternatives to first-year composition, and the cost 
of developing and implementing a new system would be enor- 
mous.^^ Moreover, the pervasive learning effects within and be- 
yond the walls of our profession and the institutions we serve are 
so strong that creating and selling an alternative system seems 
impossible. 

Thus, at this point the possibility of swerving from the groove 
seems unlikely. In fact, it does not seem likely that first-year com- 
position will be transformed in any significant way until, and 
unless, higher education itself undergoes a radical transforma- 
tion, along the lines of which we have not seen since the rise of 
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the modern university. Although we do not have a precise solution 
for this problem, we can envision three possible paths of action. 

First, we can continue along the path we are on, struggling 
to reform the teaching of writing even though, as history has 
shown us, substantive change is highly unlikely because the sys- 
tem itself seems impervious to change. Perhaps there is value in 
continuing the struggle and in defining ourselves by that struggle. 
Disciplines define themselves in many different ways; struggling 
against the status quo is but one of them. Second, we might try 
simply to abolish the system. However, of all the options this is 
not only the least attractive but also the least viable. As Connors 
shows in tracing abolitionist calls throughout this century, these 
have not been successful (“New Abolitionism”). For one thing, 
abolishing composition without offering a viable alternative to 
deal with complex issues of student literacy seems not only irre- 
sponsible but also downright wrongheaded. In some ways, it may 
serve to further entrench the system. That is to say, calling to 
abolish the system means acknowledging the system, which fur- 
ther validates it. Despite the term Connors coined, the “new abo- 
litionists,” those in favor of dismantling the universal requirement 
are not suggesting that literacy not be taught but that it be taught 
under better systems (e.g., Crowley “Personal”; Fleming; Goggin; 
Jolliffe “Discourse,” “Three”; Russell “Activity,” “Vygotsky”; 
Trimbur). This debate brings us to our third option. 

It seems clear to us that compulsory first-year composition is 
not going to change substantially and is not going away any time 
soon — no more than the QWERTY keyboard is likely to change. 
Rather than trying to reform the system (i.e., build a better key- 
board) we might begin to develop a parallel alternative system 
that focuses on the study of literate practices. Within this alter- 
native system, we could explore more fully the interrelationships 
between learning/studying about discursive practices and learn- 
ing/studying the hows of multiple discursive practices. Just as 
there are those who are working on technologies other than key- 
boards for interfacing with computers (e.g., voice recognition 
systems), we might turn our energies toward creating theoreti- 
cally grounded programs in literacy that can begin to run paral- 
lel to composition. Let others worry about the status of 
composition. Let us position ourselves to meet the needs of an 
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educational system that might once again recognize discursive 
practices at the center of knowledge-making activities.^^ 

In the meantime, as the QWERTY example demonstrates, 
technological breakthroughs do not necessarily provide exit from 
lock-in. After all, it has been well over a hundred years since 
technology has required a QWERTY keyboard. And yet, even 
though your computer probably employs a graphical user inter- 
face (e.g., Windows), it is even more likely that you are still using 
a QWERTY keyboard originally designed for a typewriter with 
no visible printing point. In English departments, we call that irony. 



Notes 



1. Greenbaum is not quite accurate here. His selection of 1911 to date 
the first appearance in print of the assault against first-year college En- 
glish is reasonable when one considers that this marks the formation of 
the National Council of Teachers of English (NCTE), the first, and at 
that time only, legitimate professional and scholarly instrument for dis- 
seminating discourse on rhetoric and composition. But the record of 
complaints in print began much earlier. For example. Century Maga- 
zine printed such an assault in “Two Ways of Teaching English” in 1896. 
See Brereton (238—41) for a reprint of this article and Chapter 4, The 
Attack on the Harvard Program, 1890-1917. 

2. Lest we be incorrectly accused of scientism — or in this case, 
“economicism” — the inappropriate, naive application of methods and 
frames from one intellectual area to that of another, let us quickly point 
out that economists themselves have argued the value and appropriate- 
ness of applying these frames to precisely the kind of problem we are 
entertaining here. David Colander, for example, who turns to an eco- 
nomic lens to analyze the current state of the discipline of economics, 
argues that “economic reasoning provides one with a powerful tool of 
analysis. It allows one to portray complicated systems in a relatively 
simple way” (4). He later explains that this powerful tool “is enormously 
strong; it extends beyond the sociological and rhetorical approaches to 
methodology, which simply look at what happens in science, and pro- 
vides a theory of why what happens in science happens” (9). See Douglass 
North and David Wilsford for two additional arguments for using eco- 
nomic lenses as theoretical frames. 

3. In the 1980s, Apple sold Apple IIC computers with a built-in switch 
which allowed users to convert instantly from the QWERTY to a Dvorak 
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keyboard (David 332). Even though Apple promoted Dvorak as a more 
efficient board, it made no impact on the monopoly of QWERTY. 

4. Our selection of QWERTY to explain SRM is not an accident. We 
could have chosen any number of examples. A connection can be made 
bet>veen the rise of first-year composition and the emergence of new 
print technologies. Indeed, the ultimate spread of the QWERTY system 
needs to be understood as part of the rapidly changing practices of busi- 
ness at that time. Burton Bledstein reports that in 1870 there were about 
154 stenographers and typists across the United States; by 1900 that 
number had risen exponentially to 112,364 (37). As Bledstein’s figures 
suggest, by the end of the nineteenth century new business practices 
required an unprecedented number of literate workers. It also meant 
that a lot of QWERTY typewriters were flooding the marketplace to 
accommodate this growth. See Kaufer and Carley for a study of the 
impact of the rapid growth of print technology in the nineteenth cen- 
tury and its relation to the rise of the modern university and the 
university’s shift from oral to written pedagogies. 

5. The survey posed three questions: “1. Is Rhetoric, in your opinion, a 
proper study for graduate work? 2. If so, what is the proper aim, what 
is the scope, and what are the leading problems of Rhetoric as a gradu- 
ate study? 3. If Rhetoric, in your opinion, should not be admitted to the 
list of graduate studies, what do you regard as the strongest reasons for 
excluding it?” (Mead 187). 

6. Of course, this was not a new debate; it can be traced back at least as 
far as Plato, who in the Gorgias refused to give rhetoric the status of a 
theoretical practice, and Aristotle, whose The ''Art” of Rhetoric set out 
to demonstrate that it was indeed a theoretical study. The difference is 
that in modern times the stakes had changed. The answer would deter- 
mine whether rhetoric could gain a place in higher education and, by 
extension, in the lower schools. 

7. The minority who argued against rhetoric as a fit subject for ad- 
vanced study were equally divided about its scope and nature, some 
arguing against it as a science, others as an art. As noted in the report, 
those who denied it “maintained that there is no more reason for put- 
ting Rhetoric among the studies leading to a graduate degree than for 
putting arithmetic, political geography, or table etiquette there” (Mead 
193). 

8. Of course, it would take nearly half a century before creative writing 
pieces would count toward graduate degrees. See Myers on the rise of 
creative writing as a discipline. 
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9. A valuable model for just such a venture lay in Fred Newton Scott’s 
graduate program in rhetoric at the University of Michigan. In 1903, 
Scott removed the program from the English department and formed a 
Department of Rhetoric. Three decades later, in 1930, Scott retired, and 
this department was dismantled; rhetoric, far more narrowly conceived 
than it had been under Scott, was brought back under the “wing” of the 
Department of English (Stewart). Had others followed Scott’s lead, it 
might have been more difficult for those in the English department at 
Michigan to have co-opted the rhetoric department Scott had built. 

10. See Andresen for a history of the formation of linguistics as a disci- 
pline and Cohen for a history of speech communication. Both trace 
early debates that revealed nascent scholars in each area arguing that 
their field was a naturwissenschaft. 

11. Because linguistics was from the beginning defined as a science, it 
was saved from the kind of impoverishment and displacement suffered 
by rhetoric. This is not to say that it has not been marginalized within 
departments of English. It is often on the fringes of English departments. 
But it did avoid being created as an impoverished service enterprise. 

12. John Brereton provides an excellent discussion of the various alter- 
natives (14-16) and reprints many of the original documents that de- 
scribe these. See also Berlin Rhetoric, Writing’, Russell Writing. 

13. In fact, Charles Eliot was the first to administer a written exam at 
Harvard. As a math instructor, he had to get special permission to give 
a written examination in place of the traditional oral exam (Kaufer and 
Carley 29). 

14. For example, in the Harvard Committee on Composition and Rheto- 
ric Report, the curriculum in English of one secondary school is de- 
scribed: “[T]he course of instruction is the usual one . . . during the first 
[year] three hours a week are devoted to reading prescribed English 
books, with one hour in two weeks spent in composition. During the 
second year, the time spent on English is reduced to two hours a week. 
During the third year, this time is further reduced to one hour a week, 
with about one hour in each two weeks passed in writing a composi- 
tion, including the correction of sentences in bad English and the study 
of punctuation” (Adams, Godkin, and Quincy 79). Here it is clear that 
the greater portion of the limited time spent in studying English is given 
over to “reading English books.” 

15. Mike Rose demonstrates that this belief — namely, that “remedial 
efforts, while currently necessary, can be phased out once the literacy 
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crisis is solved in other segments of the educational system” (341) — 
continues to hold strong today. He calls this belief the Myth of Tran- 
sience (355-57). 

16. It is important to note that NCTE emerged in part to fight those 
postsecondary institutions that threatened to control the secondary cur- 
riculum of English studies. These institutions, largely private colleges 
and universities in the East, had proposed the Uniform College Entrance 
Requirements Committee as a body that vv^ould define uniform subjects 
and skills in English in order to make postsecondary admissions proce- 
dures more manageable. This legislative body threatened to dominate 
secondary English curricula by mandating specific literary works, skills, 
and topics that teachers would have to cover if their students were to be 
prepared for admission into higher education. In response, the Second- 
ary Department of the National Education Association (NEA) called on 
J. F. Hosic, then head of the Department of English at Chicago Normal 
College, to lead a protest against the Uniform College Entrance Re- 
quirements. Hosic appointed a committee, which would later become 
known as the Committee of Thirty, and then called a conference for the 
Thanksgiving holiday vacation in 1911. This meeting resulted in the 
formation of the National Council of Teachers of English. 

17. See Brereton, Chapter 4 (236-312), for a selection of articles pub- 
lished at the turn of this century that challenged Harvard’s composition 
program in particular and first-year college composition in general. See 
also Connors’s “The New Abolitionism.” 

18. As Robert Connors notes, “Bereft of a theoretical discipline and a 
professional tradition, teachers [at the end of the nineteenth century] 
had nothing to turn to for information about their subject — except their 
textbooks. After 1910, composition courses were increasingly staffed 
by graduate students and low-level instructors. Writing teachers became 
as a result the only college-level instructors who know no more of the 
discipline than is contained in the texts they assign their students — a 
sad pattern that still, alas, continues today at too many schools” (“Me- 
chanical” 69). 

19. The December 1997 MLA Committee on Professional Employment 
reported that “in Ph.D. -granting English departments ... 96 per cent of 
the first-year writing classes are taught by graduate students, part-tim- 
ers, or full-time, non-tenure track professors, compared with 64 per 
cent in departments that grant no more than master’s degrees and 50 
per cent in departments that grant only bachelor’s degrees” (Schneider 
A15). Depending on the rank of the writing instructor, the profit for a 
composition course may run as high as $8,000 to $12,000 per class 
(Schneider A14). 
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20. Sharon Crowley has argued precisely this solution, that is, to abol- 
ish the requirement and make first-year composition an elective (“A 
Personal Essay”). At least one institution has done this. See Lil Brannon 
for her discussion of how compulsory first-year composition was abol- 
ished at the University at Albany, SUNY, in 1986, being replaced with a 
two-semester requirement of writing-intensive courses. Also see Bamberg; 
Graham, Birmingham, and Zachry; Chase; Gradin; and Kearns and 
Turner in the Fall 1997 issue of WPA, an issue devoted to exploring 
alternatives to first-year college composition. 

21. Not only does first-year composition economically support literary 
studies within departments of English but the system has also created 
other economic webs that need to be considered. In responding to the 
volume Reconceiving Writing, Rethinking Writing Instruction, Charles 
Bazerman poses a series of questions to challenge those scholars in the 
volume who problematize and argue against first-year composition as a 
universal compulsory system. He asks: 

If there were no first-year writing programs to be taught and 
overseen, how many writing professionals would most English 
departments support? If there were no first-year writing course, 
how many of the now-autonomous writing programs could 
avoid being folded back into other units? If there were no strong 
first-year writing program, how many writing across the cur- 
riculum programs could resist the drift of loosely monitored 
writing-intensive requirements and the habit of disciplines to 
make their rhetoric invisible in the service of epistemic author- 
ity? If there were no highly visible writing program, how many 
institutions (other than technical universities) would recognize 
more advanced writing courses as appropriate college work 
and how many nominally advanced courses would reformu- 
late to pick up the needs no longer served by the vanished first- 
year course? If the first-year course did not keep literacy on the 
university agenda, how much research into issues of literacy 
would be supported except in colleges of education, and what 
would happen then to research on the advanced literacy prac- 
tices of disciplines, professions, and the workplace? (Bazerman, 
“Response” 259) 

Bazerman poses important questions that we must confront as we try to 
reimagine the site of first-year writing programs. However, they also 
call our attention to the economics underlying the course. Dismantling 
the system would send devastating ripple effects through the ranks of 
those interested in literate practices. We are caught, then, in a web of 
costs. 
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22. A growing number of scholars and teachers in rhetoric and compo- 
sition are calling for alternative models to do just this; see, for example, 
Fleming; Trimbur; the Fall 1997 issue of Writing Program Administra- 
tion^ and the collection of essays in Petra glia’s Reconceiving Writing, 
Rethinking Writing Instruction. 
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Rhetorical Scholarship f 

Janice M. Lauer 
Purdue University 



A decade ago in an opening talk to the Rhetoric Society of 
America Conference, Edward Corbett spoke of disappoint- 
ment at the scarcity of interchange among rhetoricians in various 
disciplines in the previous twenty-five years (“Where Are the 
Snows”). This essay initiates an inquiry into some of the possible 
reasons for such lack of exchange in the past few decades. It asks 
to what extent rhetorical scholarship in rhetoric and composi- 
tion, speech communication, and classics coheres and interre- 
lates or whether these fields study different problems, are 
motivated by distinct issues, and are governed solely by their own 
guiding perspectives and interpretive practices. Finally, it explores 
whether this apparent lack of intertextuality still exists. 

The separation of the Speech Communication Association 
(SCA) from the National Council of Teachers of English (NCTE) 
in the early twentieth century initiated divergent scholarly paths 
for these fields. Departments of English turned from rhetoric to 
the study of literature, a movement that has been amply docu- 
mented by historians such as James Berlin (Writing), During the 
first part of the century, most of the historical work on rhetoric 
in the United States came from speech communication scholars. 
Richard Enos’s 1985 essay, “The History of Rhetoric: The Re- 
construction of Progress,” catalogs the extensive list of studies 
on historical rhetoric by speech communication (hereafter referred 
to as communication) scholars in the first three quarters of the 
twentieth century. But since the midsixties, growing numbers of 
rhetoric and composition (hereafter referred to as composition) 
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specialists have increased their investment in rhetorical theory 
and history, constructing an expanding body of scholarship, both 
traditional and revisionary. In classics departments over these 
years, rhetoric has been on the margins, claiming the attention of 
only a few scholars. 

There are broad reasons to suggest why composition special- 
ists in the sixties began to take directions in rhetorical scholar- 
ship different from the other two fields. Many of the first 
composition theorists received their training during the fifties, 
sixties, and seventies in literature. Their formal literary educa- 
tion introduced them to textual problems, issues, and interpre- 
tive strategies different from those in communication or from the 
philological orientation of classicists. With this background, com- 
position specialists came to both primary and secondary rhetori- 
cal texts with their own disciplinary emphases, canonical 
preoccupations, and historiographical practices. 

Another source of difference is the fact that composition spe- 
cialists have had responsibility for teaching writing at all levels 
of education. This challenge has motivated them to reexamine 
canonical rhetorical texts for new accounts of how discourse, 
arts, and contexts have been linked in constructions of knowl- 
edge and exercises of power in cultural situations. The problems 
of literacy faced by composition specialists have, therefore, lent 
an urgency and consequential cast to their historical and con- 
temporary inquiry in rhetoric. In contrast, Enos points out, al- 
though the early “development and direction of research in the 
history of rhetoric by speech communication scholars [w]as rooted 
in pedagogical and humanistic concerns,” it gradually shifted from 
pedagogical issues to increasingly specialized historical research 
problems (28). These differences in background and motivation 
suggest that composition specialists have taken new turns in their 
study of rhetoric. But does their work bear this out? This essay 
will begin to tackle this broad question by sampling scholarly 
discussions on two topics in rhetorical theory and history: inven- 
tion and writer/reader positioning in contexts. I will contrast se- 
lected composition studies in rhetorical history and theory with 
the work in communication and classics taken together. 
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Studies of Invention 

In composition studies, invention, especially its epistemological 
functions and arts, has been a compelling area of inquiry for 
composition specialists since the sixties. Confronted with teach- 
ing students who needed help with generating ideas, judgments, 
and arguments, early theorists constructed new or revised sets of 
topoi and modern heuristics to guide exploration in the compos- 
ing process, examining the relationship between knowledge and 
discourse. Richard E. Young, Alton Becker, and Kenneth Pike 
developed tagmemic rhetoric, including an epistemological guide 
sensitive to cultural difference. Edward Corbett resituated some 
of the classical topoi as flexible lines of reasoning rather than as 
discrete ways to develop essays, which they had become in the 
nineteenth century. Janice Lauer argued for rhetorical invention 
as heuristic rather than logical thinking. Linda Flower and John 
Hayes described students’ planning processes, and later Flower 
studied collaborative inventional processes. Karen LeFevre out- 
lined a theory of invention as a social construction of knowl- 
edge. Other theorists studied invention over the last three decades 
under such titles as writing as inquiry, writing as learning, writ- 
ing as meaning making, writing as creative process, and writing 
as cultural critique. Composition researchers also examined the 
role of discourse in knowledge construction, extending inventional 
scholarship into different disciplines and the workplace. 

Historians in composition studies also turned their attention 
to issues of invention. For example, Jasper Neel raised issues of 
Plato’s logocentrism and exposed pedagogies such as psophistry 
that he maintained arose from Platonic influences. Sharon 
Crowley critiqued nineteenth- and early twentieth-century inven- 
tion, pointing out the dangers of overformalizing rhetorical in- 
vention in textbooks. Susan Jarratt outlined a pedagogy as part 
of her revisionist study of sophistic epistemology. Janet Atwill 
argued that interpreting Aristotle’s rhetoric as episteme rather 
than techne resulted in privileging elitist philosophical thought 
rather than probable reasoning and critique, denying rhetoric its 
power to enable “outsiders” to challenge current institutions and 
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practices. Cheryl Glenn, Catherine Peaden, and Heping Zhao 
challenged gendered and Westernized conceptions of rhetorical 
knowing that posed problems for multicultural writing students 
in modern classrooms. 

These studies have cohered within and contributed to the 
twentieth-century epistemological crisis in which language is be- 
ing considered central to the construction of knowledge and stu- 
dent writing is viewed as a potent instrument of social and political 
change. Unlike conceptions of rhetoric (and written language) as 
a conduit or transmitter of knowledge, this composition scholar- 
ship has foregrounded invention as epistemic, guiding the writer 
in creating knowledge, new meanings. Motivated in part by con- 
ceptions of writing as a process which can be guided by arts or 
heuristics rather than as an entirely mysterious activity of cre- 
ation, this work has introduced into composition theory and in- 
struction conceptions of rhetoric as contextualized, strategic, 
social — a set of discursive practices with consequences for rhe- 
torical practice in public life and for writing pedagogy. 

Scholars in communication and classics have also given at- 
tention to invention during the last few decades. For instance, 
rhetorical theorists such as Robert Scott, Richard Cherwitz, and 
James Hikins have studied rhetoric as epistemic, participating in 
a debate categorized by Michael Leff as headed toward a per- 
spective of epistemology as rhetorical. Historians have analyzed 
inventional arts in major texts, e.g., William Grimaldi’s work on 
Aristotle’s topics and enthymeme, Donovan Ochs’s analyses of 
Aristotle and Cicero’s systems of topics, Michael Leff’s tracing of 
the topics from Cicero to Boethius, James McBurney’s and Lloyd 
Bitzer’s discussions of Aristotle’s enthymeme, Martha Nussba urn’s 
interpretations of Aristotle’s and Plato’s epistemologies, and Otto 
Dieter’s and Ray Nadeau’s studies of the continuity of stasis and 
status throughout major Greek and Roman rhetorics. These im- 
portant studies appear to have as their primary thrust the estab- 
lishment of preferable interpretations of the canonical texts under 
scrutiny, either by tracing influences or systematizing, as Carole 
Blair does, or in William Grimaldi’s case, by constituting rheto- 
ric as a philosophical discipline. Therefore, the consequences of 
these interpretations for current political practice and teaching 
communication are muted. Further, communication theorists tend 
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to analyze epistemic positions in already constructed texts, while 
composition theorists stress the construction of knowledge 
through writing. Richard Enos underscores this point: 

In the history of rhetoric . . . relatively little attention has been 
paid to the relationship between the structuring of thought and 
the structuring of discourse. Consequently, the analysis of rhe- 
torical theory is only rarely based upon a careful inquiry into 
the conceptual processes shaping discourse; instead explica- 
tions of theory are predicated upon cognitive processes that 
are either assumed or ignored by the historian of rhetoric. (38) 



Studies of Audience, Writers, Readers, and Contexts 

A second issue of some urgency to composition theorists and 
historians has been the character of audiences for written dis- 
course, the nature of writer and reader positions within rhetori- 
cal contexts. Scholarship here includes the conception of the 
audience of written texts as a constructed fiction (Ong); the no- 
tions of audience as addressed and invoked (Ede and Lunsford); 
theories of discourse community with the author and audience 
as co-creators of texts (Bizzell; Porter); critiques of the author as 
originary voice or autonomous subject (Clifford, “Subject”; 
Phelps; Jacobs); arguments for composition as cultural studies 
with writer and reader coded by the culture (Berlin, “Composi- 
tion”; Trimbur); and research on writers and readers in electronic 
communities (Selfe and Wahlstrom; Sullivan; Howard). Other 
studies of writers and readers have been conducted in research 
on writing across the curriculum, writing in the disciplines, and 
workplace writing . 

Composition historians have also found the relationship 
among writer, reader, and situation compelling to investigate. 
James Kinneavy has described kairos as the motivating and in- 
forming basis for a broad writing curriculum sensitive to situ- 
ational and cultural context, rather than to sentence, paragraph, 
or error. Michael Carter has explained the theoretical and peda- 
gogical consequences of interpreting kairos and stasis as artistic 
discursive practices in the social construction of knowledge. His- 
torians have also examined the nature of writers and readers in 
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different disciplinary communities, for example, Charles 
Bazerman’s study of Darwin and James Zappen’s work on Ba- 
con, Newton, and Darwin. Other composition scholars have ex- 
amined marginalized audiences, audiences in transitional periods 
from orality to literacy, and the economic and class status of read- 
ers in different periods and cultures, producing revisionary ac- 
counts of textual audiences and author formations. The majority 
of this work investigates the readers of written texts in a variety 
of previously unstudied discourse communities and social and 
political contexts. Further, it probes the participatory role of au- 
dience in the construction of meaning, reconfigures notions of 
author subjectivities, and incorporates discussions of the conse- 
quences for practicing and teaching discourse. 

Scholars in communication and classics have also theorized 
rhetorical situations, such as the debate among Lloyd Bitzer, Ri- 
chard Vatz, and Scott Consigny. Historians have focused on au- 
diences of oral discourse, generally treating them as addressed, 
with the writer as agent, e.g., William Sattler’s tracing of ethos 
through the works of major rhetorical theorists; Charles Willard’s 
analysis of the auditor in Aristotle’s rhetoric; Richard Enos and 
Jeanne L. McClaren’s depiction of the crowds for Cicero’s 
speeches; and William Fortenbaugh’s discussion of Aristotle’s idea 
of persuasion through character. While these studies have im- 
plicit consequences for the practice and teaching of discourse, 
most do not make explicit the “arts” of invention or audience 
positioning. 

Directionality and Intertextuality 

The preceding examples suggest that scholarship in composition 
has been motivated for the most part by different issues and con- 
sequences than scholarship in communication and classics even 
though the topics have often been similar. A perusal of their ref- 
erences also indicates a difference in scholarly direction. The works 
of the composition historians and theorists mentioned here cite 
some relevant scholarship in communication and classics. In con- 
trast, studies in communication and classics referred to in this 
essay contain no references to scholarship in composition. Two 
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recent works exhibit this same silence. Thomas Farrell’s argu- 
ment for norms for rhetorical culture shares an interest in praxis — 
the role of rhetoric in public life — and in ethics with such 
compositionists as Kinneavy and those working in cultural stud- 
ies, but his text does not intersect with any composition studies. 
Likewise, Dilip Gaonkar’s depiction of the contrast between clas- 
sical rhetoric and modern rhetoric ignores the theories and prac- 
tices of composition studies, citing only one composition theorist, 
Alan Gross, the editor of the interdisciplinary collection. These 
one-way citation practices suggest the kind of directionality de- 
scribed by John Clifford, who comments on the power relations 
among fields within English studies. 

Perhaps this is yet another representative anecdote about the 
continuing asymmetrical power arrangements within even so- 
phisticated English departments where composition specialists 
are expected to be knowledgeable about the literary canon from 
Beowolf to Barth, from Plato to Fish, while avant-garde critics 
seem quite satisfied with being “a little old-fashioned” about 
writing theory. (“Toward a Productive Crisis” 259) 

There are signs, however, that intertextuality is on the rise 
among communication scholars with interests in poststruc- 
turalism, postmodernism, and revisionist historiography, e.g., 
“critical rhetoricians” such as Michael McGee, Richard Hariman, 
and Ramie McKerrow, and postmodern historians such as John 
Poulakos, Jane Sutton, Carole Blair, and Barbara Biesecker, who 
argue for rhetoric, whether contemporary or historical, written 
or oral, as a critique of discourses of power with a view toward 
change. They challenge agent-centered views, seeing discourse as 
mediated and fragmented, rejecting Platonic and Kantian con- 
figurations of rhetoric, and instead situating it as doxastic and 
interpretive. These scholars ideologically agree with and are oc- 
casionally in textual conversation with a number of composition 
specialists, particularly those doing cultural studies such as James 
Berlin and Takis Poulakos, those informing composition with 
postmodern thought such as Lester Faigley, Patricia Harkin and 
John Schilb, or those applying poststructuralist perspectives to 
historical research such as Janet Atwill, Sharon Crowley, and 
Susan Jarratt. 
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This rising intertextuality is fostered by journals such as the 
Rhetoric Society Quarterly and Rhetorica as they encourage dis- 
ciplinary diversity. Further, recent collections of essays have draAvn 
together scholars from these fields in volumes such as A Short 
History of Writing Instruction from Ancient Greece to Twenti- 
eth-Century America (Ed. James Murphy); Writing Histories of 
Rhetoric (Ed. Victor Vitanza); Rethinking the History of Rheto- 
ric (Ed. Takis Poulakos); Defining the New Rhetorics (Ed. Theresa 
Enos and Stuart Brovv^n); and the Encyclopedia of Rhetoric and 
Composition (Ed. Theresa Enos). A more recent exchange has 
been occurring on the listserv H-Rhetor. Will this intertextuality 
increase? I hope so. If these disciplines take seriously the ques- 
tions they pose about rhetorical theory, practice, and pedagogy, 
should they not w^elcome all cross-disciplinary research and schol- 
arship that contributes to nevv^ understandings of these questions? 
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he editor has titled this anthology Inventing a Discipline in 



X honor of Richard E. Young’s long-standing contributions to 
both theories of rhetorical invention and the disciplinary status 
of rhetoric, especially as it has played out in the field of compo- 
sition. Yet it may be that Young has contributed not only to a 
discipline but also to a professional space that presents rhetoric 
with a much wider academic beachhead — one that might be ex- 
ploited more readily using the intellectual resources of a broad, 
rhetorical Zeitgeist than from continued allegiance to impover- 
ished pedagogical frameworks for rhetoric education such as gen- 
eral writing and speaking skills instruction. And so my purpose 
in this chapter is not to carp about composition’s shortcomings 
(I’ve done that elsewhere) but to consider the great expectations 
for rhetoric education that Young has been instrumental in set- 
ting into motion.' 

Not so very long ago, rhetoric educators’ expectations were 
considerably lower. When I entered a rhetoric doctoral program 
in 1987, I knew that I would earn my keep in the academy by 
teaching students “to write” (whatever that meant). Rather 
quickly this prospect became less and less satisfying, for as I was 
preparing to teach composition, I was also learning of rhetoric’s 
historic significance within the academy as well as its relevance 
to many contemporary knowledge-making enterprises. And so 
while composition is “what brung me” to the academic ball, I 
and many of my contemporaries have eagerly sought out more 
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nimble dance partners. As part of this search, we teach courses in 
document design, the history of rhetoric, technical writing, the 
rhetoric of science, and, only occasionally, first-year writing (more 
often we leave this to the more junior, less empowered members 
of our department).^ Rather than composition, then, many writ- 
ing theorists and researchers see the role of shaping sophisticates — 
of instructing students in the practices of reading and responding 
to situations with a rhetoricized consciousness — as more reflec- 
tive of our pedagogical mission. The greatest factor permitting 
this reconceptualization might be what is often referred to as the 
academy’s “rhetorical turn.” 



A Space for Rhetorical Education^ 



By way of considering the implications of the rhetorical turn for 
rhetoric education, let me first propose that all curricular enter- 
prises require a space and a content, the latter of which I discuss 
in the next section. By space, I mean that any new pedagogical 
enterprise that hopes to command the allegiance of others in the 
discipline and the understanding of others in the academy must 
conceptually take root within an existing educational climate. 
While particular historical events (the launch of Sputnik or the 
GI Bill, for example) may create such an exigency, I believe that 
the steady evolution of educational theory itself summons into 
existence a new space for rhetoric education. 

The almost unchallenged dominance (in theory if not always 
in practice) of what might be called a constructivist metatheory 
explicitly places argument and negotiation at the heart of educa- 
tion. My use of the term metatheory is not intended to erase the 
considerable differences between Piaget and Vygotsky or Bartlett 
and Montessori but to blur them and to suggest that, given a 
sufficiently distant vantage point, we can comfortably speak of a 
sizable group of scholars and practitioners within the cognitive 
sciences and education who share with Dewey the premises that 
we construct our knowledge of the world based on prior knowl- 
edge and experience, and that knowledge and learning are de- 
rived from participation in activities that are distributed across 
social, cultural, and material dimensions. As with any meta theory. 
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constructivism has grown out of a century-long intellectual pro- 
gression rather than from any single framework attributable to 
any single movement or individual. It is the result of a wide- 
spread dissatisfaction with “transmission” models of learning, 
instructivist” models of teaching, and “information-processing” 
theories of cognition that preclude context. For this reason, Carole 
Bagley and Barbara Hunter are right, I believe, to identify 
constructivism as the third pillar of educational reform in the 
United States, alongside school restructuring and the integration 
of technology. 

A relatively recent manifestation of the constructivist 
metatheory is the move to “situate” cognition, which suggests 
that we need to understand thinking as context-bound rather 
than as a fixed set of cognitive processes or heuristics that an 
individual applies independently of the circumstances at hand. 
As James Greeno puts it, situated cognition promotes the view 
that “thinking is situated in physical and social contexts. Cogni- 
tion, including thinking, knowing, and learning, can be consid- 
ered as a relation involving an agent in a situation, rather than as 
an activity in an individual’s mind” (135). This approach is rooted 
in the proposition that learning is a by-product of social and 
cultural activity rather than the result of an individual’s autono- 
mous mastery of objective information. David Jonassen suggests 
that because constructivism is based on the principle that learn- 
ing is actively integrating new experience into existing schemas, 
“learning environments should support that process by provid- 
ing multiple perspectives or interpretations of reality and enable 
knowledge construction in the learner through providing con- 
text-rich, experience-based activities” (394). 

The triumph of metatheoretical movements such as situated 
cognition over traditional transmission theories of education 
seems assured. As Roy Pea and John Seeley Brown have con- 
cluded: 

The situated nature of learning and remembering through ac- 
tivity is a central fact. It may appear obvious that human minds 
develop in social situations, and that they come to appropriate 
the tools that culture provides to support and extend their sphere 
of activity and communicative competencies, (ix) 
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So how does the constructivist metatheory present a space for 
rhetoric education? If we see knowledge making as the outcome 
of argumentative processes, we can then appreciate education as 
an essentially rhetorical enterprise, for rhetoric is, in its deepest 
and most fundamental sense, the advocacy of realities. As educa- 
tional technologists Sack, Soloway, and Weingrad conclude, “ac- 
tivities of knowledge production (e.g., science) and reproduction 
(e.g., education) are about convincing, recruiting and 
enculturating others. In short a constructivist analysis of knowl- 
edge foregrounds rhetoric: the powers of persuasion and the dif- 
ficulties of dispute” (381). 

The idea that learning and rhetoric share a common frame- 
work has been put forward most explicitly and in most detail by 
Michael Billig. The title of one of his most cited works. Arguing 
and Thinking: A Rhetorical Approach to Social Psychology, hints 
at his generative premise: that the very nature of human learning 
is rhetorical and that argument works both intra- as well as in- 
terpersonally. Elsewhere, Billig quotes the Eleatic Stranger in 
Plato’s Sophist (263E) as saying, “‘[T]hought and speech are the 
same; only the former, which is a silent inner conversation of the 
soul with itself, has been given the special name of thought’” 
(qtd. in “Psychology” 120). In response, Billig notes that 
“[tjhinking is not merely the silent argument of the soul with 
itself, but, even more frequently, it is the noisier argument of one 
individual with another. And rhetoric, as the traditional study of 
the study and practice of argument, provides an entry to, and 
understanding of, thinking” (“Psychology” 121). 

As the symbol-mediated process through which we build and 
shape understanding, representation is the site where rhetoric and 
education are conjoined. The most thoughtful strain of the rhe- 
torical tradition has always been concerned with understanding 
and conviction based on a knower’s representation of the world 
and the problems to be confronted in it — not on eternal verities 
or powers of objectivity. Although a detailed cognitivist concept 
of representation is largely a product of the twentieth century, 
rhetoricians have always been vitally concerned with the ways in 
which the mind creates an image of reality. The Sophist Gorgias 
would have been as comfortable as Allan Newell and Herbert 
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Simon in maintaining that “the behavior of the subject cannot 
depend on what the problem really is — neither he nor we know 
that — but only on what the stimulus is” (emphasis added, 64). 
Thus rhetoric and cognitivism share an essential focus on repre- 
sentation independent of objective reality. Cognitively speaking, 
one could say that the goal of every rhetor is to encourage a 
particular problem representation and a particular conception of 
reality in the mind of his or her audience. 

Rhetoric’s affinities with constructivism are further illustrated 
in the well-known disagreement between Lloyd Bitzer and Rich- 
ard Vatz. Bitzer argues that a “rhetorical situation” is an exter- 
nal reality, or exigency, to which the rhetor responds. Exigencies 
for rhetorical behavior, according to Bitzer, “come into existence 
because of some specific condition or situation that invites utter- 
ance” (“Rhetorical Situation”. 4). Conversely, Vatz argues much 
as a radical constructivist would by insisting that situations are 
not “out there,” that “no situation can have a nature indepen- 
dent of the perception of its interpreter . . . ,” and that the reality 
of a rhetorical situation is not objective but rather depends on 
the rhetor’s desire and ability to create it (154). The debate is 
later joined by Scott Consigny who, I think, successfully puts the 
issue in perspective by distinguishing between those situational 
constraints which are preexisting and those which must be con- 
structed by the rhetor before he or she conveys them to the audi- 
ence, echoing Aristotle’s distinction between artistic and inartistic 
types of “proofs.” Like Billig, Consigny argues that rhetoric is a 
constructive process but that it is not wholly constructed by the 
individual rhetor; it must draw its material from a reality that 
exists prior to the rhetor’s awareness of it (though all agree, of 
course, that at a prior level an understanding of this shared real- 
ity is also socially constructed). 

Within both rhetorical and constructivist educational theory, 
then, knowledge is produced by systems erected to serve human 
needs and curiosities that are in line with the social and scientific 
practices validated by given communities at given times. As such, 
knowledge and information rely heavily on interaction among 
knowledge producers and knowledge consumers, consumers who 
reproduce that knowledge for others’ consumption. This inter- 
action is largely discursive, and knowledge is “brought about” 
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through language by means of activities in which knowers par- 
ticipate. As Vygotskian theories of activity suggest, language is 
the most important tool we have at our disposal, for it is the 
paramount means by which we come to know things and trans- 
form knowledge into actions, objects, and other symbol systems. 
It is the means by which knowledge is created as well as the pro- 
cess by which knowledge is inculcated in others. Thus both 
constructivism and rhetoric put forward the view that learning 
entails a deliberate and ongoing reordering of information that 
comes to us from every corner of our experience. Rhetoric and 
constructivism “happen” both within individuals and among 
them. For the rhetorician as well as the constructivist educator, 
the real world is always in play. It is always subject to negotia- 
tion, and its construction is an end in itself as well as means to 
other ends. A rhetorical view of education is therefore inextrica- 
bly bound up in questions of intersubjectivity, and thus, like the 
constructivist view of education, the rhetorical view posits that 
“learning” is the name we give the argumentative processes that 
transpire among teachers, students, and their real worlds. For 
the contemporary educator, then, the idea that we argue for 
knowledge is a statement of fact rather than a recommendation. 
It is not our prerogative to permit alternative constructions of 
the way the world works. Instead, we must first acknowledge 
them as the logical consequence of a constructivist view of learn- 
ing and then engage these constructions in a manner we find 
beneficial to the learner. 

With the advent of constructivism in educational psychology 
and the resurgence of what we now call the New Rhetoric, the 
frameworks of rhetoric and education have become less distin- 
guishable. Both have emphasized thinking and argumentation as 
the result of experience, actions, prior understandings, and the 
individual’s cultural, economic, and social situation. Both are 
premised upon the individual’s active construction of knowledge 
and his or her perceptions of the world. Although rhetoric re- 
mains the study of argument and persuasion, we now appreciate 
that education is equally rooted in social interaction and the 
individual’s capacity for drawing on evidence to impose coher- 
ence on a jumble of perceptions that have no direct relationship 
to the external world.'* We are reminded of Donald Bryant’s oft- 
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cited explanation that rhetoric serves the function “of adapting 
ideas to people and of people to ideas” (19). I propose that 
constructivism provides us with good reasons for conceiving of 
education in precisely the same manner, and therefore I would 
argue that the entire enterprise of education, as articulated by its 
modern theorists, has consolidated a space that is more welcom- 
ing of a new sort of rhetoric education than ever before. 

A Content for Rhetoric Education 

Constructivism’s metatheoretical melange of Piagetian theory, 
Vygotskian sociohistoricism, and Deweyan progressivism, along 
with new movements such as situated cognition, is giving rheto- 
ric a higher profile in education circles, but it has surely escaped 
no reader’s notice that the rhetorical turn has pervaded educa- 
tion in other ways as well. Throughout the academy, the turn is 
reflected in notions and movements ranging from the rise of eth- 
nographic and narrative methodology in the social sciences to 
the growth of identitarian projects (e.g., women’s studies) and a 
renewed interest in the ways that technologies mediate under- 
standing. At the same time, the traditional curricular spaces for 
rhetoric education (that is to say, speech and writing) have es- 
caped their narrow confines and have grown more intellectually 
ambitious. Within the discipline of rhetoric itself, the “rhetoric 
of inquiry” movement has served as a chronicle of and clearing- 
house for the rhetorical turns taken throughout the academy. 

There are at least three excellent accounts of the rhetoric of 
inquiry’s genealogy available,^ so I will present only the briefest 
of thumbnail sketches here. The rhetoric of inquiry can be seen 
as an offshoot of the discipline’s continuing rehabilitation of the 
Sophists (Mailloux; Jarratt), which is in turn only the most re- 
cent manifestation of our recovery of rhetoric’s relationship to 
epistemology. The recognition of rhetoric as epistemic suggests 
that knowledge is created, maintained, and altered through an 
individual’s interaction with and within his or her “discourse 
community.” Knowledge resides in consensus rather than in any 
transcendent or objective relationship between a knower and that 
which is to be known. 
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Michael Leff offers a number of variations on this theme. He 
classifies views of the knowledge-generating potential of rhetoric 
into four major perspectives. The first acknowledges rhetoric’s 
weakest claim to knowledge generation: its ability to create a 
place in an already accepted paradigm for a new particular (cf. 
Chaim Perelman and L. Olbrecht-Tyteca’s notion of basing argu- 
ments on the structure of reality). The second argues a stronger 
case for rhetoric’s knowledge-making capability by noting its role 
in establishing consensus in order to create a social knowledge 
which complements personal knowledge (cf. Bitzer’s conception 
of “public knowledge”). The third perspective views rhetoric as 
establishing the knowledge necessary to mediate the limitations 
of formal logic, and the fourth notion — of rhetoric as epistemic — 
suggests that knowledge is rhetorical. Through the rhetoric-as- 
epistemic movement, rhetoric is becoming increasingly associated 
with the study of how claims to knowledge are constructed, ex- 
pressed, maintained, and challenged. Robert Scott, in his semi- 
nal “On Viewing Rhetoric as Epistemic,” concludes that “insofar 
as we can say that there is truth in human affairs, it is in time; it 
can be the result of a process of interaction at a given moment. 
Thus rhetoric may be viewed not as a matter of giving effective- 
ness to truth but of creating truth” (16). By reclaiming rhetoric’s 
philosophical and epistemological tradition, an understanding of 
rhetoric is made synonymous with understanding the rational 
structure of knowledge in any discipline. This is a logical result 
of the claim that, as James Crosswhite puts it, “all reasonable 
discourse, including advanced research, is both rhetorical and 
aimed at realizing certain social aims” (15). 

Herbert Simons credits philosopher Richard Rorty with in- 
stigating the founding of the rhetoric of inquiry movement (vii). 
Rorty heightened rhetoric’s profile by declaring philosophy dead 
and anointing the give and take of consensus building as its suc- 
cessor. Conversely, Randy Allen Harris attributes the first stirrings 
of the movement to Thomas Kuhn and the publication of the 
Structure of Scientific Revolutions. Kuhn first drew attention to 
the fact that while science is generally carried out in a “normal” 
mode, it proceeds more rapidly by means of the paradigm shift, a 
favorite buzz term of the last quarter century. He and others sub- 
sequently highlighted the highly discursive character of shifting 
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and thus signaled a central role for language practices in scien- 
tific progress. Both Harris and Simons credit John Nelson with 
giving the rhetoric of inquiry movement its name and for the 
suggestion that not only the physical sciences but also every sort 
of academic undertaking is shaped by the language practices of 
its members. 

The rhetoric of inquiry has slopped over into so many arenas 
and across so many methodological and epistemological bound- 
aries that many of its best-known proponents have little or no 
training in rhetorical theory. Yet when a rhetorician might wish 
to quarrel with any presumption of the movement’s cogency, or 
when the nonrhetorician succumbs to rhetoric’s worst connota- 
tions (see Harris’s example on p. x), the idea that academic in- 
quiry proceeds along essentially rhetorical paths is one with which 
many in the sciences and social sciences are becoming acquainted, 
some are becoming enamored, and a few are becoming fearful. 
In Crosswhite’s summary of the situation, 'Tor skeptics, this re- 
alization is grounds for despair. For rhetoricians, this is not the 
end of philosophy, but the beginning of a new metaphilosophy, a 
rhetoric of reason and inquiry” (21). 

Currently, scholars from various backgrounds are producing 
a voluminous body of work that is providing a de facto delimita- 
tion of content for a new rhetorical education, even though the 
rhetoric of inquiry has largely remained a loose confederation of 
academic researchers who share primary questions rather than a 
strong disciplinary identity. Perhaps the best way of getting a feel 
for the common denominator is simply to list the sorts of ques- 
tions posed by rhetoricians of inquiry: In what ways can we speak 
of knowledge as rhetorical? Who are the principal "construc- 
tors” of knowledge in a given field? What role does academic 
collaboration play in knowledge construction? Who (and what) 
serve as "gatekeepers” in various fields? Are there genres of dis- 
course that are discipline specific? If so, how do these genres 
form and how stable are they? How do jargon, numeric expres- 
sion, metaphor, narrative, and other specialized vocabularies af- 
fect the knowledge that various disciplines produce? Are there 
any discipline-specific standards of validity? How does language 
promote and constrain commensurability in the physical and 
social sciences? What role does Burke’s notion of recalcitrance 
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play in the various fields (i.e., how much room is there in various 
disciplines for “play”)? What are the epistemological conse- 
quences of writing conventions that have developed within disci- 
plines over time? What are the consequences of methods? 

Closer to home than the rhetoric of inquiry movement for 
many readers is the rhetorical turn’s impact on the traditional 
pedagogic fora of writing and speech classrooms. The field of 
composition of which I have been so critical has nonetheless a 
great body of sophisticated scholarship on the cognitive, techno- 
logical, and social implications of inscription. Theories of au- 
thorship, argument, invention, and organizational discourse have 
been developed by rhetoricians working under the umbrella of 
the fields of composition and speech communication. Just as 
rhetoric’s epistemic significance has prompted widespread atten- 
tion to the discursive practices in fields across the academy, it has 
worked within the traditional fields to create a parallel universe 
of knowledge bearing scant resemblance to the pedagogical “lore” 
generated in English and speech departments in the first three- 
quarters of this century. Within the writing field, for instance, 
writing across the curriculum (WAC) and technical writing have 
contributed to a new rhetorical content by detailing the discur- 
sive practices of academicians and other professionals. Arguably 
the pedagogical arm of the rhetoric of inquiry movement, WAC 
and technical writing have done much to illuminate disciplinary 
knowledge construction as well as the role that writing genres, 
formats, and technologies play in various fields. And since the 
1970s, speech departments have become the principal genera- 
tors of rhetorical theory and its application to the spheres of public 
policy and address. In sum, the rhetorical turn has provided, in a 
variety of ways, a space and a content for a new rhetoric educa- 
tion both within and outside the traditional academic homes of 
rhetoric. 



Loose Ends / Loose Cannons 

Strictly speaking, my thesis thus far has been more of an obser- 
vation than an argument: the convergence of twentieth-century 
theories of education, learning, and disciplinary practice offers 
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the rhetoric educator a well-equipped atelier in which to fashion 
a new conception of rhetoric education. With such an enormous 
space and content at our disposal, one might assume that the 
way we teach rhetoric at the end of the twentieth century could 
scarcely resemble the way we taught it before the academy took 
the rhetorical turn — but one would be wrong. Energizing this 
space and employing its resources in service of a new pedagogi- 
cal framework has been difficult. I believe this is due to two cen- 
tral theoretical issues. First is the question of whether any notion 
of rhetoric education can overcome the technical tradition with 
which it has become almost synonymous — that is, whether rheto- 
ric is inextricably bound to techne. Related to this question are 
subsequent and perennial questions of rhetoric’s theoretical struc- 
ture and scope. A second, and still related, issue that a new frame- 
work for rhetoric education confronts when attempting to link 
its pedagogical mission more closely with the rhetorical turn en- 
tails the difficulty a nontechnical conception of rhetoric educa- 
tion has walking the line between the academy’s fear of 
antifoundationalism on the one hand and rhetoric’s own latent 
potential for antiscientism on the other. 

The Tether to Techne 

Rhetoric’s future as a pedagogical endeavor is hobbled by its re- 
cent past, one in which a particular conception of rhetoric edu- 
cation has dominated. Central to this conception has been the 
field’s pedagogical link to techne, or the belief that rhetoric is the 
practicable and perfectible art that enables one to be eloquent 
and persuasive. Though we may be more circumspect in making 
overt claims, the modern teaching of writing and public speaking 
still presumes that students can be taught to communicate effec- 
tively irrespective of the actual situations in which rhetoric is 
used. The techne-centric classroom in its present shape is thus 
the footing for rhetoric education that I currently find inadequate. 
While one could provide a strong rationale for the continuance 
of rhetoric’s technical mission, my own reading of the writing 
field’s history leads, me to believe that the current technical shape 
of rhetoric education is reactionary; no good-man-speaking-well 
stuff, but a fairly bald and pragmatic fear that American youth 
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was (and is) losing its ability to communicate in an educated 
manner. This fear, rather than any positive sense of opportunity, 
continues to propel the enterprises of composition and public 
speaking and is the reason that a highly reductive conception of 
what George Kennedy labeled “technical rhetoric” has won out 
over “philosophical rhetoric.” 

Of course, technical rhetoric has uses apart from supporting 
graduate students working on degrees in literature and speech; 
and who can argue that the sought-after democratization of higher 
education in the United States will necessarily produce a college 
population that requires remediation in basic writing and speak- 
ing skills? The technical rhetoric embodied in first-year writing 
courses can teach undergraduates many things worth knowing 
about mechanical skills and academic conventions. It does not, 
however, provide the robust basis for rhetorical education that 
our new rhetorical space and content would encourage. For this 
reason, mine is not a live-and-let-live attitude; composition and 
public speaking courses as mainstays are the enemy of a new 
rhetoric education. So long as these courses are a palliative, a 
richer rhetorical curriculum cannot take their place. In short, then, 
keeping rhetoric education limited to techne is problematic for 
two reasons: most tautologically, because rhetoric may not be 
technical in nature and its teaching as a productive art is doomed 
to failure or trivial success, but also (as I am arguing in this chap- 
ter), even if one accepts that rhetoric has a technical dimension, a 
new rhetoric education cannot be limited to that, for the new 
rhetorical content is not. 

Is Bigger Better? 

The status of rhetoric as a limited techne plays out in another 
forum: in the age-old debate over rhetoric’s scope. The recent 
book Rhetorical Hermeneutics: Invention and Interpretation in 
the Age of Science y edited by Alan Gross and William Keith, is 
devoted almost exclusively to the careful examination of this is- 
sue. Rhetorical Hermeneutics is comprised of a number of re- 
sponses written by widely known rhetoric scholars arrayed around 
the central “provocation” provided by Dilip Gaonkar, a long- 
standing critic of rhetoric’s revived hegemonic tendencies. Deirdre 
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McCloskey frames the debate as one pitting Big against Little 
conceptions of rhetoric. Big Rhetoric is a hermeneutic (and, some 
would say, hegemonic) stance — a metadiscursive dimension of 
all knowledge-producing activities including, but not limited to, 
overt persuasion and argumentation. Little Rhetoric, on the other 
hand, is an outgrowth of the classical study that gave birth to the 
technical rhetoric that, in time, produced our current disciplines 
of composition and public speaking. Gaonkar and others won- 
der if Big Rhetoric has any disciplinary boundaries. If it forms 
part of every discipline, can it be said to have any independent 
status? 

Since Alan Gross and William Keith’s introduction to the 
volume nicely frames what is at stake, permit me to quote them 
at length: 

Can this productive tradition be transformed without signifi- 
cant distortion into the enterprise that is before us, one that is 
essentially critical and theoretical? If it can, what is its legiti- 
mate scope and reason for being? Must rhetoric observe its 
traditional limits — restriction to strategic, agent-centered dis- 
course in the public realm? Or is rhetoric to extend its analysis 
to all discourse, and beyond discourse, to nondiscursive means 
of persuasion — e.g., civil disobedience in the public realm, the 
authority of the crucial experiment in science? And what is the 
goal of rhetorical analysis? Is it empirical — the investigation of 
practice for its own sake? Or is it normative — the government 
of practice? In other words, is rhetoric a tool essential to de- 
mocracy, and are its critics its caretakers? Has rhetoric now 
become the new Master Trope, an immense body of theory 
that draws virtually all the humanities into its irresistible gravi- 
tational orbit? (2) 

Critics of the Master Tropism perspective point to the possibility 
that such a rhetoric, far from being aggrandized and recognized 
as architectonic, becomes just another body of ignorable human- 
ist speculation. Furthermore, if it is a-dimension of every disci- 
pline, can it offer any particular hermeneutic force to justify its 
disciplinary worth? And as David Kaufer (another contributor 
to the anthology) points out, smallness is not to be confused with 
modesty — advocates of a more traditionally technical rhetoric 
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view its strength as lying in its smallness and precision — within 
bigness lies the fast track to oblivion. 

David Fleming points out that the issue of Big versus Little 
rhetoric has clear implications for education. 

When construed as either anthropological fact or supplemen- 
tal art, a discipline of rhetoric — one that knows its limits and 
strengths, that has a certain autonomy vis-a-vis other studies, 
that attracts students, serves widely shared goals, and still al- 
lows for internal debate and exchange — is difficult to locate 
and sustain. “Little” rhetoric, for example, is easily defined 
but also easily marginalized or assimilated into other disciplines 
.... “Big” rhetoric, on the other hand, is inclusive and flex- 
ible, but also radically unstable. (171-72) 

Obviously, the question of rhetoric’s scope cannot be “resolved”; 
it is not that sort of question. Douglas Ehninger showed us long 
ago that any notion of rhetoric serves particular needs which are, 
in turn, formed by disciplinary and social constraints. Even longer 
ago, among the Sophists, the object of rhetorical study was 
roundly yet inconclusively debated, and we have less reason than 
ever to think that any answer is going to satisfy many observers 
for any length of time. 

Thus, as articulating a scope for rhetorical theory has proven 
so difficult, we can anticipate that definitional issues will dog 
any efforts to create a new notion of rhetoric education. Given 
the rhetoric field’s enthusiasm for debating its own domain, and 
even its own existence, it is only prudent to assume that, as 
Gaonkar acknowledges, “however frustrated a traditionalist 
might feel about the promiscuous deployment of rhetoric as an 
interpretative term, a program to bridle its uses is unlikely to 
succeed,” and rhetoric’s promiscuity will continue to complicate 
its classroom application (47). 

The Epistemological Stakes 

As noted earlier, the rhetorical turn generally and the speech and 
writing fields’ more contemporary aspirations have been driven 
by their excursion into the realm of epistemology. Ironically, this 
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reconnaissance has created two diametrically opposed dangers 
for the renovation of rhetoric education: fear of antifoundational- 
ism on the one hand, and the uncritical embrace of antifounda- 
tionalism on the other. 

Edward Said gives voice to our fears of antifoundationalism 
when he notes that “no one finds it easy to live uncomplainingly 
and fearlessly with the thesis that human reality is constantly 
being made and unmade, and that anything like a stable essence 
is constantly under threat. ... We need some foundation upon 
which to stand” (333). And as the metatheory which has pro- 
vided rhetoric education with a new space, constructivism un- 
dermines foundations. In the conclusion of his essay “The Good, 
the Bad, and the Ugly: The Many Faces of Constructivism,” 
Phillips identifies constructivism’s good face as “the emphasis 
that various constructivist sects place on the necessity for active 
participation by the learner, together with the recognition (by 
most of these groups) of the social nature of learning” (11). The 
bad, according to Phillips, is 

the tendency within many forms of constructivist epistemol- 
ogy (despite occasional protestations to the contrary) towards 
relativism, or towards treating the justification of our knowl- 
edge as being entirely a matter of sociopolitical processes or 
consensus, or towards the jettisoning of any substantial ratio- 
nal justification or warrant at all. (11) 

In a similar vein, as Yvonne Lincoln and Egon Cuba con- 
tend, “When naive realism is replaced by the assumption of mul- 
tiple constructed realities, there is no ultimate benchmark to which 
one can turn for justification — whether in principle or by a tech- 
nical adjustment via the falsification principle. ‘Reality’ is now a 
multiple set of mental constructions” (295). In short, many fear 
that the rhetorical turn in education will usher in the demons of 
relativism. A rhetoricized theory of learning implies that each 
individual knows the world in a different way, that there is nei- 
ther a shared world about which we can teach nor any means by 
which to assess the effectiveness of any particular pedagogical 
intervention. As William Winn puts it, “if knowledge is con- 
structed entirely by students, there being no objective reality to 





94 




Shaping Sophisticates: Implications of the Rhetorical Turn 

teach them, there is nothing that . . . [teachers] . . . can do to 
affect student understanding and behavior” (189). 

The very nature of disciplinarity requires that fields of study 
delimit, classify, isolate, and pick apart other\vise amalgamated 
constructs in order to make sense of the phenomenon they study. 
Even if our disciplinary interests lie in areas such as, say, account- 
ing or fine arts, or even if we choose to excuse ourselves from 
“social scientific” conversations about our practices, most edu- 
cators at least tacitly base their beliefs on evidence gathered from 
empirically based methods. And science, social or otherwise, pro- 
vides an arena in which questions of the status of knowledge are 
most commonly fought, at least publicly. As educators, we are 
deeply indebted to scientific method even when we fail to ac- 
knowledge that debt. And so Gregory Cizek no doubt speaks for 
many educators across the academy when he complains that “if 
one accepts the notion that all understanding is contextualized, 
if all experience is embedded in culture, and if all knowledge is a 
personalized construction, and so on . . . then we are not only 
poststructuralist, postconstructivist, and postmodernist, but prob- 
ably postscientific as well” (27). 

Crosswhite notes that most academics have come to divorce 
their content-generating practices from pedagogy, even though 
the problems of knowing, reasoning, and arguing are the central 
problems in both (14). Ironically, even in the humanities, which 
presumably focus on the human crafting of knowledge, many 
teachers still view their role as the largely passive transmitter of 
information rather than the shaper of it. Perhaps for this reason, 
although the constructivist metatheory has stealthily pervaded 
the world of educational theory, it has been less successful at 
influencing practice. Therefore, pedagogy is not undertaken as 
rhetorical action in any epistemic sense, but as a means of simply 
facilitating the flow of information from expert to novice. Just as 
George Levine suggests that being a scientist means not being a 
rhetorician, being an educator has traditionally meant foregoing 
warranted belief in favor of Truth. And so a new rhetorical edu- 
cation might not be appealing to those in the academy who won- 
der if, by setting out to shape sophisticates, we are tacitly 
proclaiming that the knowledge bazaar is open. Rhetoricians, of 
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course, have ready rebuttals to the charges of crude relativism 
(e.g., McGuire and Melia), which we will not examine here, but 
we must be prepared to confront such charges if educators choose 
to take on a more challenging and less innocuous rhetorical con- 
tent. 

The Siren’s Song of Antiscience 

The recognition that disciplinary content areas across the acad- 
emy are the product of a social and cultural process is neither 
new nor necessarily politically motivated. Yet many in the field 
of cultural studies (another avatar of the rhetorical turn) are pri- 
marily interested in how the scientific tradition has been deployed 
to reify hierarchies and used to promote or justify sexism, rac- 
ism, and inequitable economic relations. Of course, even science- 
sympathetic cultural theorists from Max Weber to Ernest Gellner 
have tied scientism to ideology, but more recently a narrower 
interest in debunking science or reducing science to the politi- 
cally motivated apparatus by which dominant groups have per- 
petuated their power over others has been given a higher profile. 
It is this politicized stance toward the scientific enterprise that is 
sometimes labeled “antiscientism.” In fact, antiscience is all that 
seems to bind diverse strands of cultural critique, for as Steven 
Fuller has noted, cultural theorists of science have had an uneasy 
relationship with Marxists and feminists, who “have been united 
more in terms of a common foe — the scientific establishment — 
than a common methodological and axiological orientation” (53). 

The way in which antiscience poses a danger to a new rheto- 
ric education may be illustrated in the recent controversy sur- 
rounding the publication of “Transgressing the Boundaries: 
Towards a Transformative Hermeneutics of Quantum Gravity” 
in the Spring/Summer 1996 issue of Social Text. For readers un- 
familiar with the Sokal parody (or hoax, depending on one’s point 
of view), Alan Sokal is a physicist at New York University who, 
disturbed by what he considered to be some cultural theorists’ 
irresponsibility, conducted a little “experiment.” In collabora- 
tion with sympathetic cultural studies colleagues, Sokal concocted 
a jargon-dense tour de force that defied both common sense and 
any known standard for rational argument. After the article was 
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printed, Sokal revealed its true intent in an issue oi Lingua Franca 
(“Physicist”). The experiment, he claimed, was designed to test 
two hypotheses: “Would a leading journal of cultural studies 
publish an article liberally salted with nonsense if (a) it sounded 
good and (b) it flattered the editors’ ideological preconceptions?” 
(62). One of the parody’s more memorable bits of cant insisted 
that the physical world “is, at bottom, a social and linguistic 
construct.” This presumably came as news to people suffering 
from what they mistakenly thought were physical illnesses, ma- 
terial injustices, and natural disasters. 

But perhaps more disturbing than the prank’s success has 
been the antiscience movement’s reaction to having been caught 
out. Exemplifying the view that the best defense is an offense, 
Stanley Fish, Andrew Ross, and other prominent antiscientists 
took to circling the wagons, ignoring what was plain to practi- 
cally everyone: the gatekeeping mechanisms intended to ensure 
responsible scholarship had failed spectacularly. Further, this fail- 
ure did not appear to be a fluke but, in fact, reflected a deeper, 
more systemic malaise in the cultural studies of science project 
rather than an indictment of the project itself. As Sokal points 
out in Tikkun, “Science and technology are legitimate, indeed 
crucial, subjects of public critique and democratic debate” and 
“the funding of scientific research by private corporations poses 
grave dangers to scientific objectivity” (“Truth” 58). He makes 
clear that his “objection is not to cultural analysis per se, but to 
a social constructivist and anti-realist philosophy run amok” (58). 

Many cultural theorists of science have strategically cast 
Sokal’s parody as a right-wing attack on the whole of cultural 
studies of science. Indeed, by fighting off the “Gingrich Con- 
gress” and the current “congressional war against public inter- 
est” (Ross 1), antiscientism is framed not so much as an intellectual 
position as a political and ethical stance. The purported political 
incorrectness of Sokal’s experiment has subsequently become a 
central focus in the parody’s postmortem (Sokal himself being 
careful to trot out his own leftist credentials as a teacher in 
Sandinista Nicaragua). The enormous irony in this, as numerous 
commentators have pointed out, is that the antiscientism evinced 
in some radical left circles is mirrored in the fundamentalist right 
(e.g., Nanda). Christian, Hindu, or Jewish fundamentalists; Sharia 
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advocates in the Islamic world; or practically any theocratic or 
antidemocratic movement is given succor by the stance that sci- 
ence is culturally hegemonic when practiced outside the West and 
inherently a tool of oppression here at home. Antiscientism, it 
seems, like scientism, lends itself to many agendas, not all of them 
progressive. 

But to return to the topic at hand, antiscience poses a con- 
cern for those of us seeking a new basis for rhetoric education, 
for if a potent conception of rhetoric is to retain some sort of 
status as a core requirement within the university, it must be seen 
as a useful and constructive study that furthers student under- 
standing of disciplinary practices throughout the academy. In a 
familiar quote, Larry Laudan laments that “[t]he displacement 
of the idea that facts and evidence matter by the idea that every- 
thing boils down to subjective interests and perspectives is — sec- 
ond only to American political campaigns — the most prominent 
and pernicious manifestation of anti-intellectualism in our time” 
(x). The Sokal debacle has been a public relations nightmare for 
the cultural studies of science and, by extension, any future move- 
ment to create a new conception of rhetoric education. As Harold 
Fromm rightly noted, the parody and reaction to the parody pro- 
vided ammunition to those who never thought much of cultural 
studies in any form. For them it confirms the image of a 
pseudointelligentsia more interested in posturing, in essentialisms 
complicated only by obfuscation, and in the appearance of po- 
litical correctness than in any genuinely academic enterprise. The 
affair illustrated several points: the ease with which cultural studies 
of science (including the rhetoric of inquiry) can be tarred with 
facile caricatures, the contempt that is elicited from those rela- 
tively few scientists who take enough interest to be annoyed, and, 
most worryingly, the inability of some cultural theorists of sci- 
ence to distance themselves from the sillier fringes of antiscience 
excess. 

Given that the rhetorical turn in a variety of disciplines will 
provide most of the content for any new version of rhetoric edu- 
cation, this education cannot and should not avoid political cri- 
tique. When we consider issues of popular science or of science 
and public policy in particular, the political impact, motivation, 
and construction of knowledge making is a clearly significant 
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aspect of its rhetoricality. As a corollary, rhetoric educators should 
also expect that some in the academy will be unwelcoming of 
rhetorical scrutiny and will bridle at any suggestion that science 
is a cultural practice; if this seems an occupational hazard, so be 
it. But even if we accept the knowledge/power equation, that is 
not all there is to say about the rhetorical production of knowl- 
edge — it is not even a particularly interesting thing to say in many 
cases. The Sokal affair has provoked a number of responses from 
across the academy that point to some of the battles a new rheto- 
ric education will have to fight in the academy. Part of winning 
this war, to continue the martial analogy, will depend on choos- 
ing one’s allies carefully. With friends like the antiscience wing of 
cultural studies, a new rhetoric education would need no enemies. 



Conclusion 

Fleming has commented on the odd phenomenon whereby 

rhetorical training (where it exists at all) is typically limited to 
the two extremes of higher education: a 15-week course on 
“writing” for incoming freshmen and a 5- to 7-year program 
of advanced study for Ph.D. students. The rhetoric of the first 
is often reduced and trivial. . . . The rhetoric of the second is 
devoted to highly specialized scholarship in historical, philo- 
sophical and empirical topics, work that is often tied to the 15- 
week course but out of all intellectual proportion to it. (173) 

For several years now, I have been a proponent of the view that 
rhetoric research from the latter extreme is growing increasingly 
irrelevant to the pedagogic job at the former. I have suggested 
that in the writing field this has largely encouraged a move away 
from the composition-boundedness of the profession. In this chap- 
ter, I have tried to further that argument by suggesting that the 
rhetorical turn within the academy may enable us to act on this 
disjuncture and that it has laid the ground for a new footing for 
rhetoric education. Constructivism in educational theory has pro- 
vided a pedagogical space. The rhetoric of inquiry, as well as 
more local movements in the fields of speech and composition, 
such as WAC, have provided a broader and deeper subject mat- 
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ter than we might have imagined possible when Richard Young 
first began exploring the world of rhetorical invention. 

But in setting out a space and a content, I have conveniently 
ignored a third essential component a new rhetoric education 
will require: a curriculum — the pedagogic apparatus that trans- 
forms space and content into a workable and academically legiti- 
mate undertaking. As practicing academicians know, the space 
and the content are the relatively easy parts. The issue of a new 
rhetoric curriculum presents us with difficult questions, such as. 
What classes should be taught? In what department(s) should 
rhetoric instruction be housed? and most important. How can a 
new rhetoric education enrich traditional, technical training in 
writing and speaking? The ability to concoct a curriculum re- 
quires enormous diplomatic skill, political will, and singularity 
of purpose that, as a body of researchers and educators, we may 
yet lack. 

Those of us in rhetoric-based fields are unaccustomed to genu- 
ine opportunity in the academy and have had little incentive, or 
occasion, to recuperate the richness of a rhetorical tradition that 
was first overwhelmed by techne, and then by philosophy and 
the sciences, and most recently by the literary tradition that domi- 
nates English departments. So what compels us to formulate a 
new vision of rhetoric education? Very little. But if nature abhors 
a vacuum, the rhetoric field might slowly come to perceive an 
intellectual vacuum in its present curricular vehicles that demands 
filling. The compulsion, then, may not be a powerful, purposeful 
act of a field to take charge of its destiny, but a sheepish ac- 
knowledgment that composition and public speaking classes are 
pale reflections of what we know about rhetoric and the demands 
for rhetorical training emanating from elsewhere in the academy 
as a result of the rhetorical turn. 



Notes 

1. Briefly, my arguments against the “compositionist” cast of rhetoric 
and writing generally center on the observation that rhetorical action is 
vitally situated and that teaching writing as a compendium of all-pur- 
pose “general writing skills” misses the point completely. Most compo- 
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sition courses, I argue, generally require a kind of pseudotransactionality 
that only pretends to engage rhetorical constraints and are thus inca- 
pable of providing a true education in rhetorical performance. My elabo- 
ration of this position, along with similar arguments from colleagues in 
the field, are collected in the anthology Reconceiving Writing, Rethink- 
ing Writing Instruction, 

2. The October 1998 PMLA contains statistics that verify this: at Ph.D.- 
granting universities, 63 percent of first-year writing courses are taught 
by graduate students, 19 percent by part-timers, 14 percent by non- 
tenure-track (but full-time) instructors, leaving a mere 4 percent of first- 
year courses taught by tenure-track faculty. 

3. Many of the arguments in this section are taken from, and more 
widely elaborated in, my monograph Reality by Design: The Rhetoric 
and Technology of Authenticity in Education. 

4. Although the topic lies outside the scope of this chapter, technolo- 
gies of education, informed by the constructivist metatheory, not only 
open up a space for a new rhetoric education but perhaps also demand 
its construction. Part hype but increasingly a part of every educator’s 
reality, the advances in technologies of learning pose serious, and often 
unpleasant, challenges to education. As a modern enterprise, education 
has always been essentially textual and tied to print literacy. But as a 
variation of the “where there’s muck there’s money” credo, the prob- 
lems hypertextualization and hypermediation raise create the kind of 
crisis in which both constructivist educational practices and rhetoric 
can flourish. 

5. See Nelson, Megill, and McCloskey; Simons; and Randy Allen Harris’s 
introduction to Landmark Essays in the Rhetoric of Science. 
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II 



Wave: Temporal and Spatial 
Explorations of Rhetorical 
Theory and Practice 



The wave view recognizes some dynamic feature of the unit, 
noting flow or movement in time, in space, or in a conceptual 
framework. 

Young, Becker, and Pike, Rhetoric: Discovery and Change 



Y oung, Becker, and Pike explain that “viewed as a wave, a 
unit interacts with other units in a larger context that can 
itself be considered a higher-level wave unit in a still larger dy- 
namic context” (124). The essays in this section offer theoretical, 
historical, and empirical investigations of specific rhetorical theo- 
ries and practices that may be understood as dynamic systems 
operating within larger dynamic spatial and temporal contexts. 

In the first essay in this section, Robert Inkster argues that 
rhetoric is best understood as epistemic; truth is discursively con- 
structed. In his words, “[o]ur grasp on the truth is always tenu- 
ous. It is always limited by our language, the underlying 
assumptions we bring from our time, place, and culture, and by 
our personal interests and ambitions.” For Inkster, “if all knowl- 
edge is rhetorical, then all rhetoric is noetical” His essay thus 
provides a valuable frame for understanding the power of rheto- 
ric, a frame within and against which the other essays in this 
section may be read. 
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Eugene Carver’s essay prompts us to ask. Why study Aristotle, 
or any rhetorician, for that matter? Carver offers a cautionary 
but provocative discussion, arguing that Aristotle’s “art of rheto- 
ric niakes no promises to improve practice or make us more per- 
suasive.” Indeed, he contends that Aristotle’s “art of rhetoric will 
not improve practice, any more than his competitors’ will,” nor 
will it make us more ethical, virtuous, or wise. Yet Carver’s ex- 
ploration of the “modesty” of Aristotle’s rhetoric provides com- 
pelling reasons for why we do indeed need to study Aristotelian 
and other rhetorics. Carver’s essay serves as a foil to the subse- 
quent essay by Karen Schnakenberg. 

Through an extensive analysis of the relationship among rep- 
resentations of classical, and primarily Aristotelian, rhetoric in 
scholarship and those appearing concurrently in four landmark 
textbooks, Schnakenberg explores the question of why classical 
rhetoric had (and continues to have) so little impact on writing 
instruction. Her essay reveals how a powerful confluence of forces 
(e.g., past scholarly perspectives and textbook writers’ own prior 
training, tacit assumptions, and interests) operates to construct 
rhetorical theory, practice, and pedagogy. 

Winifred Bryan Horner then poses a forceful argument for 
reviving the last two of the five canons of rhetoric: memory and 
delivery. Her historical tracing of rhetoric reveals how rhetorical 
systems themselves are contingent on the context in which they 
operate, so that rhetoric is best understood as rhetorics. She ar- 
gues that since new digital literacies are emerging, we are again 
uniquely posed to construct new rhetorics and to turn renewed 
attention to canons that have been largely neglected under print 
literacies. 

Victor Vitanza’s essay also responds to the emerging digital 
literacies, in which he sees a space for reimagining invention. In 
particular, he argues for exploring aleatory procedures, those more 
open and “apparently rather mysterious approaches to inven- 
tion.” These are chance and accidental procedures. As he ex- 
plains, his intention “is only to begin to discuss at the level of 
theory and practice and beyond the immanent conditions for the 
possibilities of returning to the third terms and practices known 
as aleatory procedures with their general economy of excess. These 
conditions are re-presenting themselves to us by way of a shift 
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from literacy to ‘electracy’ (which is Ulmer’s word for electronic 
discourse or hyperrhetoric).” 

Lee Odell and Karen McGrane argue in the next essay that 
since teachers and students are “already immersed in a world in 
which visual elements are central to communication,” we need 
to find “principled ways to help students integrate visual ele- 
ments into their composing.” Yet, as they note, most of the work 
in visual rhetoric has taken place in the field of technical commu- 
nication, with very little attention given to it in rhetoric and com- 
position. They call for bridging the gap between verbal and visual 
rhetoric by explicating several integrative principles and by ap- 
plying those principles to several social scientific and scientific 
texts to demonstrate how they work. 

The following two essays address the relationship between 
the sciences and rhetoric. Danette Paul and Ann Blakeslee exam- 
ine the rise of science as a discipline in nineteenth-century North 
America as a unique formation, distinguishable from that of Great 
Britain. Their history demonstrates that science “rhetorically 
positioned itself in American culture by playing up its connec- 
tion to middle-class capitalist values of practicality, progress, and 
individuality while also appealing to a pure science ideal.” Paul 
and Blakeslee’s essay provides a significant context in which to 
understand multiple discursive practices of the sciences today. 

Carol Berkenkotter’s essay addresses a series of important 
questions concerning the complex relationship between scientific 
thinking and writing. Berkenkotter’s exploration of these inter- 
dependent activities calls attention to the need for teaching mul- 
tiple literate practices in a variety of fields. As she concludes, 
“every discipline has its own doxa: as teachers of language, we 
must learn to see beyond ours.” 

The essays in this next section present situated explorations 
of complex literate practices and their relationship to disciplinarity 
that not only exemplify Berkenkotter’s conclusion but also help 
to realize it. 



Work Cited 



Young, Richard E., Alton L. Becker, and Kenneth L. Pike. Rhetoric: 
Discovery and Change, New York: Harcourt, 1970. 



O 

ERIC 






34 



- 107 



Chapter Five 



00 ^ 

Rhetoric and the Ecology 
of the Noosphere 

Robert Inkster 
5^ Cloud State University 



I n The Philosophy of Literary Form, Kenneth Burke lays out 
the following scene; 



Imagine that you enter a parlor. You come late. When you ar- 
rive, others have long preceded you, and they are engaged in a 
heated discussion, a discussion too heated for them to pause 
and tell you exactly what it is about. In fact, the discussion had 
already begun long before any of them got there, so that no 
one present is qualified to retrace for you all the steps that had 
gone before. You listen for a while, until you decide that you 
have caught the tenor of the argument; then you put in your 
oar. Someone answers; you answer him; another comes to your 
defense; another aligns himself against you, to either the em- 
barrassment or gratification of your opponent, depending upon 
the quality of your ally’s assistance. However, the discussion is 
interminable. The hour grows late, you must depart. And you 
do depart, with the discussion still vigorously in progress. (94- 
96) 



Burke himself refers to this as the “unending conversation,” and 
I have come to think of this scene as the Great Conversation 
metaphor. Two things, I think, are especially striking about this 
scene and what it suggests metaphorically. First, without the voices 
of individual speakers or rhetors, there would be silence — a void. 
Without the words through which their individual worlds are 
made manifest and through which they contend with the words 
and the worlds of the other individual speakers, there would be 
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But, while the conversation is utterly dependent on the words 
of individual speakers, it transcends the words of any one of them. 
In Burke’s scene, the conversation was going on long before you 
entered the parlor, and it is still going on — vigorously — when you 
depart. Before you speak, you listen, and you catch the tenor of 
the argument before you speak. Otherwise, you simply indulge 
in a solipsistic babble. 

We sometimes say that a discussion took on a life of its own. 
And this vernacular expression is literally true, both when we are 
talking about the microcosm of a single colloquy at a particular 
time and a particular place — my Tuesday evening writing class, 
for example — and when we are talking about the grand global 
colloquy, the amalgamated colloquies of humankind. This essay 
is an exploration of the nature of the grand global colloquy, of its 
relation to our own voices and words as individual rhetors, and 
of its relation to that about which our voices and words contend: 
the truth. 

The conversation has a life of its own. In The Phenomenon 
of Man {Le Phenomene Humain), Father Pierre Teilhard de 
Chardin calls it the noosphere. In the evolution of our planet 
from the beginning to the present day, Teilhard sees three mo- 
mentous creative phenomena, each of which brought about the 
emergence of a new sphere of being. The first is the phenomenon 
that created the planet in the first place, resulting in the geosphere. 
The second was the emergence of life on the planet, chemistry 
and physics achieving an organic synthesis resulting in life — biol- 
ogy — and hence the biosphere. And, as this second sphere has 
flourished, diversified, and ramified throughout the geosphere, 
there has emerged consciousness, sentience, finally thought, lan- 
guage, shared thought, and then the emergence of the third sphere 
of being, the noosphere. Like the second and the first, this third 
sphere of being is dynamic and evolving. Indeed, it is, for us who 
inhabit it, even more obviously dynamic and evolving than the 
other two spheres. Individually and collectively, we make up our 
minds and change our minds constantly. And as we do, we create 
and sustain this third sphere of being, this ultrabiological sphere 
that transcends the biological existence of any one of us in a mi- 
raculous ontological leap. This leap, then, is an exact analog of 
the antecedent leap whereby biotic existence, while grounded in 
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the physics and chemistry of the geosphere and absolutely de- 
pendent on these physical and chemical processes, nonetheless 
achieves an utterly new level of existence. The noosphere — our 
noosphere — is an organic, dynamic, living entity, an achievement 
in which we may justifiably take a certain anthropocentric pride. 
In fact, we may point to it as our grand synthesis, the ultimate 
social construction that is the consummation of all our other so- 
cial constructions. And to call the noosphere a social construc- 
tion is not to denigrate it in the least. The noosphere is not an 
epiphenomenon. It is real, as real as the biosphere. 

If Teilhard’s analogy between the noosphere and the biosphere 
is true, then two other propositions would seem to follow. First, 
the noosphere is a milieu, an environment, an atmosphere, a whole 
ecosystem that makes our existence as human beings possible 
and without which we could not survive as human beings. Sec- 
ond, this noetic ecosystem, like the physical ecosystem, is finite 
and fragile. If the toxic effluent of industrial and municipal waste 
is threatening the biotic ecosystem, the toxic flow of much of our 
economic and civic discourse is surely stressing the noosphere. If 
we breathe ideas and language as we breathe the air, then we 
need to be as solicitous about the ecology of the noosphere as we 
are about the ecology of the biosphere. 

This argument is clearly conservationist — and I would say 
conservative. But it is not an argument that favors, for example, 
censorship aimed at preserving an established orthodoxy. Indeed, 
precisely the opposite is true. A rich and diverse noetic gene pool 
is as vital as a rich and diverse biotic gene pool. If the language 
that embodies an idea or set of ideas is silenced so that the idea 
dies, the loss is analogous to the extinction of a biological spe- 
cies. The full ramifications of that loss are impossible to project, 
but they are potentially catastrophic. On the other hand, this 
qualification is not a call to relativism. It is not an assertion that 
an idea is an idea is an idea and that all ideas have equal merit. A 
crucial argument in this essay is that there is real truth, not sim- 
ply socially constructed “truths,” qualified by their enclosing 
quotation marks. 

These tensions highlight the complexity of the very nature of 
the noosphere, of how it contributes to our individual discourse 
and knowing, and of how our individual discourse and knowing 
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contribute, in turn, to it. This complexity and tension are mani- 
fest in the two preceding paragraphs. First, I argued that the 
noosphere is our grand global social construction. Next, I distin- 
guished truth from socially constructed “truths.” As a social con- 
struction, comprising what we know collectively, the noosphere 
is not precisely congruent with the truth. Rather, it is our shared 
speculative instrument (a la I. A. Richards) for probing the truth 
and for synthesizing insights that approach truth and that serve 
as truths. 

In order to argue that this process is true at more than a 
metaphorical level, I will shift perspective from the global, 
systemwide view— what Young, Becker, and Pike call a field 
view — of the noosphere to the structure and the dynamic of an 
individual act of knowing by a single knower as this structure 
and dynamic have been explained by Michael Polanyi. Polanyi 
took his cue from the insights of Gestalt psychology when he 
developed his theory of personal knowledge. All knowledge, he 
argued, is a dynamic act, an achievement, with three essential 
elements. First, there is the knower; second, there is a complex of 
clues, assumptions, values, interpretative strategies, sensations, 
specific data points, and vague, general senses that collectively 
make up what Polanyi calls tacit knowledge; and third, there is 
the focal meaning that the knower generates out of the tacit knowl- 
edge. 

For purposes of illustration, imagine you have two volun- 
teers who have agreed to sit at the front of a room and be blind- 
folded. You hand them each a dowel and ask them to describe 
what they feel. The reports you get will probably be something 
like this: “I feel a long, thin, cylindrical object. It’s hard. It’s smooth 
on the sides but more roughly textured on the ends. I can feel it 
bend if I stress it slightly.” 

You now bring two more volunteers into the room, sit them 
at the front blindfolded, and hand them each a dowel. But you 
ask these people to find their way to the back of the room using 
what you have just handed them as a probe, and you ask them to 
describe what they are feeling while doing this exercise. These 
reports will probably sound something like this: “I feel the leg of 
the chair I’m starting from. Now I feel the edge of the carpet. 
Now here’s the leg of another chair. Here’s the back of the chair. 
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Here’s . . . oops, here’s somebody’s foot. Excuse me. I feel the leg 
of another chair.” 

These are two radically different sets of reports from the two 
different sets of people. And yet perhaps the most interesting thing 
about these differences is that all four people are basing their 
reports on almost exactly the same physical sensation — the physi- 
cal sensation of holding a dowel in their hand. The dowel disap- 
peared for the people who used it as a probe because they made 
it a part of their tacit knowledge, and they focused their effort at 
meaning making just beyond the dowel. But for the first two 
people, the dowel was the focus of their attention, the target of 
their effort to generate meaning. 

Of the several conclusions that can be drawn from this dem- 
onstration, four are of particular interest here. First, this is a dem- 
onstration of Polanyi’s proposition that all knowledge is either 
tacit knowledge or is grounded in tacit knowledge. Any focal 
meaning that we comprehend is grounded in experiences, sensa- 
tions, memories, assumptions, purposes, goals, and values that 
are, at that moment, tacit and unquestioned by us. We achieve 
meaning through an act of interpretation, through selecting and 
organizing a stream of sensations into a coherent pattern using 
what Polanyi calls an interpretative frame. We in turn gain our 
memories, assumptions, purposes, goals, and values by living in 
them, by ingesting them and inhaling them from our noetic ecol- 
ogy. In this sense, we are inescapably the creatures or products of 
our particular time, place, and culture — even of our own indi- 
vidual, uniquely lived experience. And our unique dwelling place 
within the noosphere means that our individual understanding is 
necessarily limited, parochial, even often tendentious. It means, 
among other things, that our arguments are always subject to ad 
hominem attack. Yet the only way to insulate ourselves from this 
uniquely lived, parochial experience is to insulate ourselves from 
all experience. If we attempt to cut ourselves off from these paro- 
chial roots in the name of objectivity, we create the risk of de- 
stroying comprehension by cutting off the grounds of our knowing 
in the first place. 

Second, the dowel exercise is a demonstration of the propo- 
sition that all knowledge is indeed personal knowledge— in other 
words, without the intelligent interpretive effort of the knower. 
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there are only subjective sensations on the one hand and objec- 
tive data points on the other hand, all equally meaningless. So 
we are ultimately responsible for our own knowing. We must, in 
the words of the common idiom, make up our own minds. 

Third, it is a demonstration of how malleable knowledge is 
in the hands — or the mind — of the knower. Knowledge that is 
tacit in one context and under one set of conditions becomes 
focal knowledge in another. Suppose the second pair of people in 
the dowel experiment stopped halfway to the back of the room 
and asked what was this thing they were using as a probe. At 
that moment, the dowel, which they had been using as an exten- 
sion of their own bodies, relying on it tacitly to relay data about 
the world beyond, would be instantly transformed in their expe- 
rience. It would no longer be tacit, but it would be the explicit, 
focal object of their attention. And, as long as it remained the 
explicit, focal object of their attention, it would be useless as a 
probe for understanding some other phenomenon. 

Even members of our own body are subject to this kind of 
transformation. Suppose I am one of the subjects in the dowel 
exercise. Suppose that, in the course of the exercise, I get a cramp 
in the hand that is holding the dowel. Now my attention is drawn 
back still further. My hand is now the point of focal attention, 
and, because it is, it no longer functions as an instrument for 
examining the dowel. 

In the same way, the ideas, values, prior experience, and as- 
sumptions that provide the interpretative frame we rely on for 
making sense of an experience at one moment may, at some other 
time, be the focal object we investigate using some other set of 
experiences, values, and assumptions as a tacit probe. What is 
tacit knowledge in one situation may be the object of our ex- 
plicit, focal effort to understand in another situation. So, not- 
withstanding that we are inescapably the creatures of our own 
time, place, culture, and individual experience, this conclusion calls 
us to examine the unexamined assumptions, values, and experi- 
ence that we bring to our knowing. And yet, there are limits, too. 
We cannot “use our own spectacles to examine our spectacles.” 
We cannot examine the dowel and use it as a probe at the same 
time. As long as we hold something at a distance and examine it, 
we cannot indwell it uncritically and use it as tacit knowledge. 
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The fourth conclusion is that there exists in all our sentient 
activities an impulse, an attraction, an inclination toward the 
truth. While the link here may be more subtle than the other 
three, I think the dowel exercise calls for this conclusion just as 
compellingly as it calls for the other three. Both activities — de- 
scribing the dowel and finding one’s way back to one’s chair 
are trivial activities, but even here we can see at work what Polanyi 
calls the heuristic gradient. Even here, people are moved by a 
heuristic impulse toward discovery, toward knowing, toward the 
truth. This is the crucial conclusion that ultimately distinguishes 
this concept of personal knowledge from the idiosyncratic or the 
subjective. 

This same heuristic impulse, this hunger for meaning and for 
a true understanding, is also the crucial force that links us as 
individual knowers to one another and to the noosphere. Con- 
clusion 1 tells us that our knowledge is always bounded by and 
grounded in the local particularities of our own lives. Conclu- 
sion 4 shows us that in spite of this local grounding, we are aim- 
ing at insights that are universal. In other words, we are striving 
for the truth when we commit these acts of knowing. Further- 
more, this is not some qualified or ironic “truth” that we feel 
constrained to put in quotation marks, but it is the actual truth 
that we yearn for. 

We can all document this impulse in ourselves by recalling 
some insight that we have achieved. We can reflect on the range 
of emotional experiences associated with that insight, including 
the sense of satisfaction that accompanied our discovery in the 
first place. In particular, we can consider the emotions we have 
experienced when someone has challenged an insight we have 
achieved. Our common reactions include a sense of surprise, per- 
haps shock, perhaps even betrayal, and almost certainly a sense 
of disdain for our challenger, who appears to be incapable of 
seeing the truth in what we see. If we do not dismiss this person 
out of hand, our next impulse is likely to be a desire to educate 
our challenger, to help this person toward a true understanding, 
a sharing of the insight we have achieved. Again it is Polanyi’s 
language that expresses this idea most aptly. He says that the 
heuristic passion, as soon as it achieves an insight, becomes a 
persuasive passion. We want to share our vision, to persuade the 
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world to see things as we have come to see them. Where compet- 
ing insights contend with one another, “our vision must conquer 
or die” (150). 

This process whereby our insights contend with one another 
is, of course, rhetoric. And this interplay of conclusions 1 through 
4 leads to two additional conclusions. Conclusion 5 is that all 
knowledge, both personal and communal, is rhetorical. Indeed, 
theories of rhetoric and theories of knowledge have mirrored each 
other and have resonated with each other for as far back as we 
can trace the two. Plato’s condemnation of rhetoric was as much 
a condemnation of the Sophists’ epistemological and ethical rela- 
tivism that is reflected in their rhetoric as it was a condemnation 
of their rhetoric itself. Plato’s protege, Aristotle, then delimited 
the role of rhetoric, pointing out that there are issues in which 
the empirical evidence is compelling, and he observed that it makes 
no sense to argue about things that are subject to empirical dem- 
onstration. Some two thousand years later, with the triumph of 
an empiricist/objectivist epistemology, rhetoric shrank to the study 
of clear and concise exposition of the observed data. Rhetoric 
had little reason even for being if the truth lay in the data. Given 
this epistemology, one must conclude that if two people argue 
about the truth, it simply means that one or both of them are not 
paying attention. 

For more than a century now there has been a progressive 
erosion of this objectivist epistemology. And, as one would ex- 
pect, rhetorical theory continues to mirror epistemological theory. 
Consider, for example, how the structure of argument that un- 
folds in Stephen Toulmin’s The Uses of Argument resonates with 
the structure of knowledge in Polanyi’s epistemological theory. 
Toulmin rejects the traditional analysis of effective argument as 
inadequate for any real-world contingency. He argues that it is 
only in the rarefied atmosphere of pure mathematics or symbolic 
logic that the structure of major premise, minor premise, and 
conclusion can actually make sense. The contingencies, compli- 
cations, and conflicted interests of the real world require that we 
see argument as having a more complex, subtle, flexible struc- 
ture, Toulmin says, and he proposes the following nomenclature: 
claim, data, warrant, backing, qualification, reservation. In this 
nomenclature, Toulmin’s claim corresponds exactly to Polanyi’s 
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focal knowledge. When we are confident that we know some- 
thing, we claim it is true. We may, in making the claim, mention 
some of the grounding for the claim, but the bare claim alone is 
the root element of the expressed argument. If there is no chal- 
lenge or other query in response to the claim, the argument or 
discussion of the argument may be over as soon as the claim is 
made. But this situation can hardly be called rhetorical. Rather, 
it smacks of the objectivist’s ideal, in which argument consists 
essentially of demonstration, of pointing at facts that speak for 
themselves. Except in situations that are trivial or in which the 
facts and their meaning are understood in the same way by all 
parties present, some challenge or query in reply is likely. And if 
there is a challenge or question in response to the claim, then we 
consider the question, and we answer by making explicit — both 
for ourselves and for our interlocutor — some of the tacit ground- 
ing for the claim. This grounding may be data that support the 
claim, or it may be a warrant, a heretofore unstated principle or 
assumption or value that informs our perspective on the issue 
and constitutes our rationale for making our claim. 

Here’s an illustration, adapted from Ross Winterowd’s dis- 
cussion of Toulmin in The Contemporary Writer. First, I make 
the claim that the coach should be fired. Someone challenges my 
claim: why would I ever think that, this someone wonders. I can 
reply with either data or a warrant — or both, for that matter. If I 
respond with data, I might say that the coach’s record this year is 
one win and fourteen losses, and I might then repeat my claim. 
The warrant in this case is still unspoken. If I respond with a 
warrant, I might say that coaches are supposed to win ball games, 
and I might leave unspoken the data. If I do leave either the data 
or the warrant unspoken, I may be challenged to supply the ele- 
ment that I have left unspoken. 

This process is equivalent to someone stopping to check the 
dowel in the dowel exercise. The challenge to the explicit claim 
forces me to stop and begin to examine the tacit elements that 
inform that claim. And Toulmin’s structure here is precisely con- 
gruent with Polanyi’s. In fact, he goes beyond Polanyi in identify- 
ing, by their functions, different elements within the tacit structure 
of knowledge as they are transformed in an argument. If my 
warrant (Coaches should win) is challenged with a competing 
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warrant (e.g.. Coaches should be exemplars of virtuous behav- 
ior), I may reply with another warrant that serves as backing for 
my original warrant (To be credible exemplars of virtuous be- 
havior, coaches must first win). Or, if I am persuaded that the 
challenge to my warrant does in fact point out an area where my 
warrant does not hold true, then I may either qualify my original 
claim (e.g.. The coach should be fired if he doesn’t win at least 
half of the remaining games) or I state a reservation to my war- 
rant (e.g., unless in this situation it really isn’t important to any- 
one that the team loses all the time). 

Conclusion 6 is the converse of 5. If all knowledge is rhetori- 
cal, then all rhetoric is noetical. All rhetoric aims at the truth in 
the same sense that all our efforts to understand and know our 
world aim at the truth. It is no accident that theories of knowl- 
edge and theories of rhetoric go hand in hand. 

I have rejected the devaluing of the concept of truth and the 
signifying of that devaluation by putting the word truth in quo- 
tation marks to indicate an ironic or qualified use of the word. 
At the same time, though, I have been careful in my use of the 
word. At no time have I claimed for anyone an absolute posses- 
sion of the truth. The structure of knowledge — of personal knowl- 
edge grounded in one’s tacit knowledge and held by a committed, 
passionate heuristic effort to achieve a coherent, meaningful in- 
sight into one’s world — precludes any such absolute claim. Our 
grasp on the truth is always tenuous. It is always limited by our 
language, by the underlying assumptions we bring from our time, 
place, and culture, and by our personal interests and ambitions. 
Yet none of us willingly deceive ourselves. For me to willfully 
lead myself astray would be perverse madness. In fact, this kind 
of disorientation is madness. Of course, we may mislead our- 
selves with unrealistic hopes and expectations or unrealistically 
low or high self-esteem, but we always do so in good faith. 

Likewise, the presumption operates almost all the time that 
we will act in good faith with one another. A deceitful rhetor 
may prevaricate, may bluff, may engage in a variety of decep- 
tions. But even the deceitful rhetor is at pains to create at least 
the illusion of truth, and if he or she is successful in the decep- 
tion, even that deceit is dependent on the shared expectation that 
the rhetor will not lie. 
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Why is this expectation, this presumption, so strong, and 
why does it matter anyway? The triumph of Newtonian physics 
that gave such force and credibility to objectivist theories of 
knowledge has been overtaken in this century by concepts in 
physics that have names like the theory of relativity and the un- 
certainty principle. The Sophists against whom Plato argued are 
now thriving in academic departments all across the land. If our 
grip on the truth is always tenuous and provisional, why not just 
put it in quotation marks and figure we will use rhetoric as a 
weapon to get as many toys for ourselves as we can? I think we 
decide this question the same way we decide not to use chloro- 
fluorocarbons. I cannot see the ozone layer any better than I can 
see the truth, but I believe they are both there. And what I know 
about the structure of the biosphere and the structure of the 
noosphere convinces me that my life, the lives of my neighbors, 
and the lives of our children depend on both of them. 

I make mistakes all the time. I misread texts, people, situa- 
tions. Sometimes my misreadings are a product of my own self- 
interested blind spots. Sometimes I am misled by people who 
wish to deceive me. Sometimes I draw conclusions and make 
claims based on evidence that is incomplete and that later turns 
out to have been inadequate. Some of these times I should have 
withheld judgment. I should have waited for more complete data 
or for a better grounding in the appropriate values and assump- 
tions for the situation. But other times I did not act inappropri- 
ately even though I was in error. I cannot wait for a complete, 
utterly confident understanding of the truth before I act, because, 
if I wait for an absolute hold on the absolute truth, I will remain 
paralyzed in a self-induced stupor of indecision. This stuporous 
state of avoiding deception by refusing to decide is no better than 
the alternative at the other extreme, the madness of deliberate 
self-deception. So I must decide, and I must act, even though I 
am always risking error. 

And if I propagate that error, if I persuade my friends and 
neighbors to decide as I have decided, I degrade the noosphere. 
So the risk compounds and the stakes rise. Fortunately, however, 
neither I nor my friends and neighbors are bent on deliberate 
self-deception. Our errors, both individual and collective, are 
corrigible. We have the Burkean conversation to sustain us. De- 
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spite the fact that the scene plays out in an imaginary parlor, the 
conversation is not a mere parlor game. Burke notes that, de- 
pending on the quality of your ally’s assistance, your opponent 
may be either embarrassed or gratified, and this ego investment 
in the argument is always present. But we may also presume that 
your opponent is not inclined to perverse self-deception, and if 
your ally, while creating momentary embarrassment for your 
opponent, has shifted the grounds of your opponent’s knowing 
and thereby achieved ever so slight a correction in the noosphere, 
then your opponent may be both embarrassed and gratified. 

The crucial element, without which rhetoric cannot serve this 
creative, corrective, nourishing, and sustaining dialectic between 
our own individual acts of knowing and the noetic ecology in 
which we dwell, is simple conviviality: a predilection for the con- 
versation and a willingness to resist the temptation of treating 
any part of the conversation as the last word. We may, for any 
number of reasons, find it useful to take snapshots of the 
noosphere at particular points. We may wish to treat some area 
of the noosphere as a fixed particle for purposes of defining it, 
understanding it, or contrasting it with some other part at some 
other time. For example, if we wish to understand the genius of 
Galen and his contribution to the understanding of physiology 
and wellness and to our theories of disease and treatment, we 
might focus on Galen as if his were the last words on anatomy 
and the etiology and treatment of disease. But if we were to al- 
low our respect for his genius to ossify into a craven orthodoxy, 
as happened in the Middle Ages, we would have to await our 
own Paracelsus and Vesalius to revivify the conversation. 

The noosphere, like the ozone layer, is remarkably resilient. 
The example of Galen is one of an endless number illustrating 
how the collected global wisdom of the ages is chock full of error 
and contradiction, of hypotheses that are near misses and hy- 
potheses that are distant misses of the truth. Yet those misses, 
both near and distant, are with few exceptions made with a single 
aim: the truth. That Galen was wrong in some fundamental ways 
about anatomy and disease is not grounds for a censorious exci- 
sion of his work. He got some important things right, including 
his empirical methodology, which was ignored for centuries while 
many of his errors were dogmatically propagated. Similarly, the 
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Copernican cosmology can be read as an extension, elaboration, 
and correction of the Ptolemaic system rather than as a rejection 
of Ptolemy, in the same sense that successors to Copernicus can 
be read as extending, refining, and correcting his work and elabo- 
rating the questions he left unanswered (and in many cases un- 
asked). 

Burke’s conversation metaphor rides atop a lengthy footnote 
to his discussion of the United States Constitution as dramatic 
act within a historical scene. He notes two antecedent documents, 
the Magna Carta and the British Bill of Rights, and he describes 
each of the three documents, like all historic documents, as “a 
strategy for encompassing a situation” (93). Each document en- 
tered the “unending conversation” at a particular time, and each 
is to be understood first in the context of the conversation of its 
own time. Each is, like the work and words of Galen, Ptolemy, 
Copernicus, Paracelsus, and Vesalius, a dipping in of an oar, an 
assertion made — an assertion grounded in and bounded by the 
particularities of its time and place but accredited by its aiming 
at a truth transcending time and place. And that common aim, 
sustained by conviviality — an ethic that respects both dissent and 
that which is the object of dissent — enables the conversation to 
go on when we have passed from the scene. 
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Eugene Carver 
St. John's University 



When in doubt, tell the truth. 

Richard Young 



T wenty years ago I spent a summer studying theories of com- 
position with Richard Young. I went to the NEH seminar in 
part because I realized that I was a terrible writer, and, good 
academic that I was, I thought I could learn how to write by 
learning how people teach writing. Ever since, I have periodi- 
cally worried about the same problem that took me to Ann Ar- 
bor: Why is writing so hard? Why do so many otherwise intelligent 
and accomplished people have so much trouble communicating 
their thoughts to others? One of the reasons I have been attracted 
to Aristotle’s Rhetoric is that he thinks that rhetoric — effective 
public speaking, not writing — is easy. It is a universal art. Al- 
though some do it better than others, there is nothing very im- 
portant to know, and there is no reason to think it is difficult to 
be an effective rhetorician, and no reason to think that one can 
become more persuasive through studying with someone who 
understands the principles of the art. Since this attitude seems so 
contrary to my own personal experience as a writer, and so con- 
trary to the opinions of almost every college teacher about her 
students, I have studied the Rhetoric for the last twenty years 
hoping for enlightenment. 

My rabbi recently informed me that in the world to come 
there will be no faculty meetings. Whether or not the world of 
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Aristotle’s Rhetoric is paradise, I can confidently attest that there 
are no composition teachers there. No departments of communi- 
cation either. The enterprise of the Rhetoric is organized by a 
principle of modesty. His art of rhetoric makes no promises to 
improve practice or make us more persuasive. Its competition 
claims to improve practice, but Aristotle thinks those claims are 
false. His judgment against claims to improve practice is not a 
purely empirical one and cannot be refuted by empirical studies 
of the effects of public speaking and writing courses. He is will- 
ing to believe that the Sophists’ customers might get what they 
pay for and become, by their own lights, more successful. But 
when these other “arts” improve practice, they do so only be- 
cause the speaker or writer is trying to persuade corrupt audi- 
ences and persuade them by corrupting them further. Such projects 
are not arts, and they do not, except by their own circular crite- 
ria, improve practice either. 

Aristotle’s art of rhetoric will not improve practice any more 
than his competitors’ will, and I will soon try to explain why not. 
But first I want to list further aspects of the modesty of the Rheto- 
ric. According to Aristotle, the practice of his art of rhetoric will 
make no one wiser about anything (I.2.1355b32-34). Rhetoric 
is modestly confined to argument, not knowledge of real things. 
These practical and cognitive dimensions of modesty are matched 
by an ethical modesty. The Rhetoric is perhaps the only art of 
rhetoric which makes no claim to teach virtue. If philosophy can- 
not teach virtue, as Aristotle maintains in the Ethics (e.g., 
II.5.1105bl2-18, X.9), certainly rhetoric cannot. Aristotle’s ethi- 
cal modesty is a true modesty, in contrast to those rhetorics which 
advertise themselves as mere amoral technique. While such a claim 
sounds ethically modest, making no promises at all, it always 
turns out that this amorality is actually a robust moral claim.’ 

Cicero says that the decline of the golden age started with 
Socrates. Before Socrates, wisdom and eloquence, philosophy and 
rhetoric, were one. But Socrates made each so difficult that people 
had to choose and specialize in either one or the other, either a 
barbarous, precise, esoteric, and unintelligible philosophy or an 
empty, superficial, and immoral rhetoric. Although Cicero does 
not put it this way, one could say that Socrates divided logos into 
ratio and oratio. Some teachers of communication have accepted 
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the Socratic division of labor and held that their job has nothing 
to do 'with wisdom. Hirsch, at least in The Philosophy of Com- 
position^ sees it as the goal of composition to minimize the effort 
the reader has to exert to understand a given message. The con- 
tent of the message is of no concern to the composition teacher. 
Aristotle would consider this a rhetoric of style that neglects ar- 
gument. Other teachers of eloquence have followed Cicero and 
tried to reunite wisdom and eloquence. Those who associate com- 
position with critical thinking or problem solving aim at this re- 
union of wisdom and eloquence, extending the reach of rhetoric 
to things and not just words, and I would place Richard Young 
as a successor to Cicero in this aspiration. Because of the mod- 
esty of his conception of the art of rhetoric, Aristotle is not a 
participant in this enterprise. 

While Aristotle’s art is a modest one in the three ways I have 
outlined, he is aware that there are other versions of the art that 
pretend to greater ambitions. Various pressures and factors make 
his modesty precarious and liable to be undermined. Aristotle 
does not propose a border patrol to keep rhetoric from becom- 
ing specialized, either as wisdom or as eloquence. Nor does he 
propose censoring all claims by rhetoricians to improve their 
audiences morally. Good laws can prevent speakers from getting 
off the subject. To the extent that speakers stay on the issues, and 
audiences, either voluntarily or because of the coercion of the 
laws, respond only to the issues, eloquence — as opposed to the 
attention to argument Aristotle recommends — will be ineffective. 
But good laws can do only so much. 

On the side of wisdom, the faculty of rhetoric sometimes hits 
on principles of sciences, but this is an accident, neither to be 
encouraged nor discouraged, neither praised nor blamed. It is 
worth quoting Aristotle’s words at some length: 

A very great difference between enthymemes [and other syllo- 
gisms] has escaped the notice of nearly everyone, although it 
also exists in the dialectical method of syllogisms. For some of 
them belong to rhetoric, some syllogisms only to dialectic, and 
others to other arts and faculties. . . . Hence it is that this es- 
capes the notice of the speakers, and the more they specialize 
in a subject, the more they transgress the limits of rhetoric and 
dialectic. . . . 
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I mean by dialectical and rhetorical syllogisms those which 
are concerned with what we call topics. . . . Idia on the other 
hand are derived from propositions which are peculiar to each 
species or genus of things. . . . The first kind [of syllogisms] 
will not make a man practically wise about any particular class 
of things, because they do not deal with any particular subject 
matter; but as to the latter kind, the happier a man is in his 
choice of propositions, the more he will unconsciously pro- 
duce a science quite different from dialectic and rhetoric. For if 
once he hits upon principles, it will no longer be dialectic or 
rhetoric but that science whose principles he has arrived at. 
(I.2.1358al-28)2 

It is possible for the rhetorician to stray outside Aristotelian 
borders, but Aristotle’s attitude in this case is not pejorative. “In 
proportion as anyone endeavors to make of dialectic and rheto- 
ric, not what they are, faculties, but sciences, to that extent he 
will, without knowing it, destroy their real character, by crossing 
over into the domain of sciences, whose subjects are certain defi- 
nite things, not merely arguments {logoi)” (I.4.1359bl2-17). The 
rhetorician can suddenly find himself knowing what he is talking 
about. For this to be at all possible, rhetoric cannot ever be purely 
verbal or formal, even when it is about logoi and not the facts or 
“certain definite things,” ta pragmata. Rhetoric is about argu- 
ment, and sometimes arguments reach scientific truths. 

The boundaries of rhetoric can cross into wisdom or knowl- 
edge in another way. The doctor persuading the patient to take 
his medicine uses rhetoric. Because of the ignorance of her audi- 
ence or because of time pressure, the doctor cannot teach what 
she knows and so has to persuade the patient. At times, rhetori- 
cal practice should behave less modestly than its art prescribes. 

But toward specialized eloquence, as opposed to specialized 
wisdom, Aristotle’s attitude is different: he morally condemns 
the enterprise. Philosophers are allowed in Aristotle’s world but 
not writing or public speaking teachers. He condemns the idea of 
making eloquence into a specialty on both moral and intellectual 
grounds. Such so-called arts are both impossible and undesir- 
able. Where others, starting with the Sophists, see professional 
rhetoric as a democratizing force, substituting a reason and elo- 
quence available to all for a more restricted source of power in 
wealth or ancestry, Aristotle sees professional rhetoric as under- 
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mining both political relations and individual character.^ Advo- 
cates of professional rhetoric see it as advancing democracy by 
providing a common power for individual assertion, whereas 
Aristotle sees it as antidemocratic since it introduces its own form 
of expertise. Because writing teachers have good reason to view 
their work as advancing the cause of democracy, I would like to 
use the Rhetoric as a caution against believing in those aspira- 
tions too confidently. Those who talk about the delights and 
motives of eloquence, such as Kenneth Burke and Richard 
Lanham, might think that eloquence for its own sake develops 
from pleasures specific to enjoying language itself. Aristotle traces 
a different genealogy. The impulse to specialization and 
professionalization is always a motive extraneous to the arts them- 
selves and is therefore subject to condemnation. Here is what he 
says about the analogous problem in music: 



It is evident that the learning [of music] should neither be an 
impediment with a view to later activities, nor make the body 
vulgar and useless with a view to military and political train- 
ing. . . . This would result in connection with the learning [of 
music] if they did exert themselves to learn either what con- 
tributes to contests involving expertise in the art or those works 
that are difficult and extraordinary (which have now come into 
the contests, and from the contests into education). {Politics 
VIII.6.1341a6-14) 

Professionalized musical proficiency is always impelled by 
an external motive and for that reason should be condemned. 
Analogous criticisms of rhetoric are apposite. To the extent that 
rhetoric becomes a matter of competition and performance, rhe- 
torical proficiency is educationally suspect since it is “an impedi- 
ment with a view to later activities,” including, I believe, activities 
of a civic and democratic persuasion. It is practically suspect, 
too, since it draws attention to these performance values and 
away from the subjects under consideration and the arguments 
made about them. The pleasures of eloquence are corrupt plea- 
sures. Eloquence makes for bad citizens. 

I have mentioned three distinct violations of rhetoric’s bor- 
ders: first, the rhetorician who inadvertently presents scientifi- 
cally grounded arguments about reality, or who has scientific 
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knowledge about which he must be persuasive; second, the rheto- 
rician who claims to benefit the audience, or bystanders or stu- 
dents, ethically; and finally, the rhetorician as stylist; and I have 
given examples of Aristotle’s attention to the first and third of 
these. Aristotle does not show the connections among these three, 
but I think it is worth drawing them. When rhetoric persuades 
through charm and through style, it is being sophistical. When 
rhetoric acts as though it knows something, it is being sophisti- 
cal. What is fundamentally wrong with sophistic rhetoric is not 
its intellectual emptiness nor its stylistic excesses but its external 
motive. Because it aims at victory rather than the more limited 
rhetorical aim of finding in a given case the available means of 
persuasion, it must pretend to expert knowledge. “Rhetoric 
dresses itself up in the form of politics, as do those who pretend 
to a knowledge of it, partly from lack of education, partly from 
boastfulness, and other human causes” (Rhetoric I.2.1356a27- 
30). 

“Sophistry is not a matter of ability (dynamis) but of deliber- 
ate choice (prohairesis) [of specious arguments]” (I.1.1355bl8).‘' 
This does not mean that the true rhetorician does not try to win. 
It only means that he tries to win through argument and does not 
separate winning from arguing. When my wife studied landscape 
architecture, she learned how to make presentations that would 
sell her projects at first glance. This is winning distinct from ar- 
gument. At my university, there was recently a quasi-judicial hear- 
ing concerning a charge of sexual harassment. Advocates trying 
to prove that sexual harassment had taken place cleverly trapped 
the defendants into exhibiting what they considered sexism in 
front of the judicial panel. But the advocates’ tactic was seen as 
clever, not as proof. Their zeal to win made them neglect argu- 
ment. This is a rhetoric of style and delivery rather than argu- 
ment. All three border violations — cognitive, eloquent, and 
ethical — often occur together. Aristotle condemns border viola- 
tions which claim that rhetoric teaches virtue and which valorize 
style over argument, while he neither condemns nor encourages 
the intrusion of wisdom into eloquence. Audiences are suspicious 
of both wisdom and eloquence, and Aristotle thinks they are right 
to be suspicious. The difference is that claims to wisdom are some- 
times suspect, while eloquence always is. 
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The border violation about which Aristotle is neutral, which 
happens when the rhetorician knows what she is talking about, 
is the subject of innumerable books and articles about whether 
expertise destroys the public or the political, or whether techne 
destroys praxis. Aristotle’s ethical distinction between rhetoric 
and sophistry is easily interpreted as reductive moralizing: I use 
rhetoric because my motives are pure, while you are a sophist 
because of your disreputable ends. This reasoning is like Socrates’ 
distinction in the Gorgias between rhetors who speak in the in- 
terest of the audience and those who speak for their own interest 
(502e). Aristotle’s talk of ulterior motives and his distinction be- 
tween choice and the art itself become commodity fetishism, tak- 
ing something that should be a means and treating it as an end, 
as he does in his criticism of professionalized music. The increase 
in expertise is frequently discussed as the domination of the sci- 
entific world picture. Enough has been written about these two 
corruptions, or successes, of rhetoric that I can safely leave them 
out of my discussion here. 

I want to look not at these cognitive or moral violations but 
at the practical and stylistic one. In Aristotle's Rhetoric: An Art 
of Character, I tried to show how Aristotle’s distinction between 
rhetoric and sophistry — the difference between acting according 
to art and acting according to an ulterior motive — is actually a 
way to avoid moralizing. Here I want to look at what happens to 
eloquence when it becomes a matter for specialists. The fact that 
Aristotle’s three border violations often occur together points to 
a neglected dimension of the problem: threats to the public from 
specialized eloquence. Eloquence becomes art for art’s sake, and 
I see such specialized eloquence as a threat to audiences and their 
civic responsibilities because I deny the autonomous origins of 
artful eloquence and instead see it as a function of expertise and 
ulterior motives. Rousseau makes more eloquently and laconi- 
cally the same point that Aristotle makes about professionalized 
music when he says that so-called progress in the arts and sci- 
ences “adorns our wit and corrupts our judgment” (81). 

As a paradigm of the way the interconnection of wisdom 
and eloquence creates mistrust, I want to offer Ernest Gellner’s 
striking report of a civilization and culture apparently different 
from ours, as well as from Aristotle’s. I think the reader will see 
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Strong parallels between the people of the High Atlas and all 
rhetorical and political situations. 

Specialists as such, of any kind, are morally suspect. I was told 
in the central High Atlas that any clan which acquires the repu- 
tation of special wisdom is therefore deprived of the vote in 
tribal elections. Excellence of any kind is a form of specializa- 
tion and that precludes full citizenship. The unspecialized hu- 
man being constitutes the moral norm. It is he who can lose 
himself in a solitary unity, and gladly accept collective respon- 
sibility. By contrast, the specialists of the towns, for whom spe- 
cialization is of the essence, are politically castrated and 
incapable of cohesion, and hence of self-government. Conse- 
quently they are also incapable of governing others. (148) 

Aristotle gives no directions for border maintenance to keep 
either eloquence or wisdom from becoming professionalized. He 
also gives no directions, and no hint that there can be directions, 
for getting (back) to such a world. Unlike Cicero, he is not trying 
to reunite wisdom and eloquence. The Rhetoric seems to me to 
present an alternative both to philosophers becoming more rhe- 
torical and to rhetoricians becoming wiser. We can dispense with 
philosophers trying to become relevant by becoming conversa- 
tionalists and critics of culture rather than abstruse specialists. 
And we can do better than rhetoricians restoring the dignity of 
their subject by transforming rhetorical invention into inquiry 
into matters of substance, so that once again the good speaker 
has to know what he’s talking about and become a universal 
expert. Aristotle offers a different way of thinking about prob- 
lems which concern us. The Rhetoric is an alternative to pro- 
grams of nostalgia for the less specialized days when wisdom 
and eloquence were united. It is also a response to the separation 
of wisdom and eloquence that declares such a separation a vic- 
tory rather than a crisis and proclaims the autonomy of rhetoric 
as an art of style. 

The Rhetoric reunites philosophy and rhetoric in a way quite 
different from Cicero’s more familiar strategy. Rhetoric, like dia- 
lectic, is a universal art, not the property of specialists. For that 
reason, those who claim to be specialists in teaching eloquence 
are frauds, a judgment that would put many of us out of busi- 
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ness. Additionally, there are no such specialists because, as I said 
earlier, understanding the art of rhetoric is no guarantee that one’s 
practice will get any better. Aristotle thinks that his dismissal of 
teachers of rhetoric has empirical backing. For purposes of ac- 
tion, experience is just as good as art: “With a view to action 
experience seems in no respect inferior to art, and men of experi- 
ence succeed even better than those who have theory without 
experience” (Metaphysics I.1.981al3-15). Aristotle never prom- 
ises that knowing his art of rhetoric will improve practice. When 
discussing style in III. 10, he says that “it is possible to create 
[urbanities and well-liked expressions] by natural talent or prac- 
tice, but to show what they are belongs to this study” (Rhetoric 
1410b7-8). By art, we can know what stylistic virtues are, but 
Aristotle does not imply that we will be any better at them be- 
cause of this art. And what is true for style is true for the whole 
art of rhetoric. Aristotle reflects on the common experience of 
being able to understand why one speech or one piece of writing 
succeeds and another fails without being able oneself to speak or 
write effectively. His rhetoric is, like dialectic, a universal art. 
The difficult challenge of the Rhetoric is to see how such capaci- 
ties, which make no one wiser, yet are not empty verbal arts — 
how an art of argument is neither empty nor scientifically 
substantive.^ 

Again, I want to look more closely at the relations among 
the three dimensions of modesty — practical, cognitive, and ethi- 
cal — and expertise to suggest that eloquence poses at least as much 
threat as expertise and that the pursuit of eloquence is a neglected 
part of the modern problem of techne replacing praxis. The de- 
lights and powers of eloquence are part of the problems typically 
discussed in relation to other forms of expertise. Recall that when 
rhetoric hits on scientific principles, it stops being rhetoric and 
becomes science. This is the one border crossing that Aristotle 
does not condemn, but even it leads to the ethical and stylistic 
violations of sophistry, which he does condemn. Sometimes speak- 
ers step outside the bounds of rhetorical modesty because they 
really do know what they are talking about, and sometimes, as 
quoted before, “rhetoric dresses itself up in the form of politics, 
as do those who pretend to a knowledge of it, partly from lack of 
education, partly from boastfulness” (I.2.1356a27-30). 
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The audience cannot initially tell which border violation they 
are experiencing, and often the speaker cannot either. The rela- 
tion of speaker and listener is transformed when the speaker pos- 
sesses scientific knowledge. Since the speaker knows something 
the audience does not, at least in that respect she cannot approach 
them as an equal. Therefore, why not fool them into believing 
something that is for their own good? If I have esoteric knowl- 
edge which I cannot quickly teach to the audience, why not re- 
sort to esoteric, nonargumentative means of persuasion that focus 
on the virtues of presentation and style? If I have scientific knowl- 
edge, it will not help to pretend that I do not and that I am really 
just plain folks. This is how violation of the border with respect 
to wisdom can lead quite innocently to violations with respect to 
eloquence, and thus to moral violations. When the object of de- 
liberation becomes a set of objects for technical manipulation 
rather than for deliberation and praxis, so too is the audience 
liable to be seen as ripe for technical manipulation. Expertise 
leads to the division of labor and therefore to inequality. Know- 
ing what one is talking about seems, and is, innocent, yet it can 
have seriously destructive consequences. 

For example, when my students and I deliberate about the 
meaning of a passage in Plato, I know more than they do. Other- 
wise I would not be teaching. But there can still be a form of 
equality between speaker and listener if I try to present the rel- 
evant evidence and grounds for our judgment and decision. In 
Aristotle s terms, I am using technical rather than extratechnical 
means of persuasion. I am inventing arguments rather than pre- 
senting evidence that removes the need for argument. Once I 
present those arguments, we stand as equals. In any rhetorical 
situation, the speaker has to reconcile the following two values: 
the orator must be someone worth listening to, and to that ex- 
tent must be distinct from the audience, and he must also be 
someone who shares the values and opinions of the audience, 
and to that extent must be one with the audience. When I talk to 
a student whose opinions place us in two different communi- 
ties — communities constituted by the opinions we argue from 
and act on — things are very different.^ I cannot engage in com- 
mon deliberation with the creationist, the fundamentalist, or the 
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rather charmingly benighted students who wear purple buttons 
that ask, “What’s Your Truth?” Without a community of opin- 
ion, certain rhetorical options are closed. Therefore, ominously, 
others open. Creationists are not interested in argument anyway; 
why not overwhelm them with eloquence, which they might mis- 
take for wisdom? 

Thus Aristotle’s Rhetoric is not only modest in the claims it 
makes for an art of rhetoric, but it enjoins a practice of rhetoric 
that is itself modest. The purpose of rhetoric is not to persuade 
but to find available means of persuasion. It is up to the audience 
to be persuaded, and so the audience is not a passive element in 
the persuasive transaction. The rhetorician “has no function ex- 
cept to show that something is or is not true or has happened or 
has not happened; whether it is important or trivial or just or 
unjust, in so far as the lawmaker has not provided a definition, 
the juryman should somehow decide himself and not learn from” 
the rhetorician (I.1.1354a26-30). The rhetorician can usurp the 
power of judgment Aristotle vests in the audience, and can do so 
through the imposition of wisdom, through the magic of style, or 
through a putative moral superiority. The sophist cannot rest with 
finding the available means of persuasion but must try to per- 
suade. If I have knowledge that the audience lacks, or stylistic 
powers, or moral superiority, why leave the judgment up to the 
audience? 

The three kinds of immodesty go together. Professional, spe- 
cialized rhetoric which focuses on eloquence rather than on ar- 
gument is generally correlated with claims to wisdom and with 
sophistic rhetoric which aims at winning rather than finding in a 
given case the available means of persuasion. That seems to me 
an important, and far from obvious, thesis. This discovery gives 
us resources that go beyond moralizing for fortifying the autono- 
mous borders of rhetoric. Writing teachers may have grounds 
for hope after all. Partisans of style rather than of invention and 
argument can be aware of how easy it is for professional elo- 
quence to lead to cognitive and moral pretensions that they would 
like to resist. I take it that this is the moral of the Gorgias. Gorgias 
is right to be embarrassed by the inferences Polus and Callicles 
draw, but they are right to draw those inferences. Community of 
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opinion, in which Aristotle’s modest rhetoric operates, can be 
destroyed by superior knowledge or be an ulterior motive. Either 
can be the source of a demand for specialized eloquence.^ 

Let me give a more extended example of how Aristotle’s 
modest rhetoric works. For the past three years I have been en- 
gaged in processes of persuading and being persuaded on my 
university’s Rank and Tenure Committee, and I found that the 
experience wonderfully exemplified Aristotelian rhetoric at its 
best. It succeeded because it denied specialized wisdom, eloquence, 
and ulterior motives, Aristotle’s three border violations. Of course 
I entered deliberations wanting my view of the candidate to be 
the one the committee adopted, but I wanted to win through 
argument. In that sense, I did not have an ulterior motive distinct 
from rendering the best decision we as a committee could. The 
lack of ulterior motive is not some grand moral test. It is simply 
a commitment to be bound by argument. Therefore, members of 
the committee engaged with each other in rhetoric, not soph- 
istry. Our deliberations were exercises in invention and persua- 
sion, and they employed all three kinds of proof: ethos, pathos, 
and logos. Each of the trio can be at work in an argument from 
precedent, so looking at arguments from precedent helps to clarify 
the three sources of proof and see in a bit more detail what the 
modesty of Aristotle’s rhetoric means. 

When I try to persuade a colleague to vote for candidate X 
by a reminder of the reasons previously given for supporting can- 
didate Y, I could be using any of the three modes of proof: (1) 
My appeal to precedent could be a logical argument of consis- 
tency. (2) It could be an emotional appeal if I try to get my col- 
league to see herself as committed to something she would 
otherwise resist. She should be shamed by the tacit implication 
that she was not really committed to the reasons she proffered 
for candidate Y but was instead really motivated by envy or re- 
sentment or party loyalty. She will vote my way so that she can 
feel the emotions she would like to feel. (3)1 can appeal to those 
same reasons ethically if I take her commitments and principles 
seriously and join with her in reasoning from them. Here the 
goal is not consistency, as in the logical appeal, but reliability. 
My appeal to a specific audience in this case is not a concession 
to its weakness or an occasion for manipulation. I join her in 
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exploring the implications of her principles. I display ethos in 
tracing the implications of another’s beliefs. 

My example has a moral. The modest Aristotelian rhetoric is 
obviously not able to do certain things that the less restrained 
professional rhetorician can. There can be no appeals to irrel- 
evant emotions, no distractions or winning an audience through 
humor, no use of vivid language and images to cloud the judg- 
ment. So Aristotelian rhetoric always looks as if it prescribes that 
the rhetor “fight” with one hand tied behind his back. Part of the 
appeal of specialized eloquence is the freedom to fight fire with 
fire, working from the assumption that if someone else is not 
bound by ethical considerations, you are at a disadvantage. But 
while the sophist has certain tools not available to the rhetori- 
cian, Aristotle’s modest rhetoric reveals powers not available to 
more ambitious brands of rhetoric, complicating the calculations 
of whether common decency will triumph over specialized pow- 
ers. Convincing an audience through ethos, as opposed to logos 
and pathos, requires a community of argument not available to 
the sophistical rhetorician who possesses superior knowledge, 
stylistic abilities, or ulterior motives. Both Aristotle’s artful rheto- 
rician and the sophist can deploy emotional and logical argu- 
ments, but only the civic rhetorician can use ethical argument. In 
discussions of the contest between the good rhetorician and the 
sophist, the advantage always seems to be with the latter. My 
example, however, shows gain and loss on both sides. Earlier I 
said that without a community of opinion, certain rhetorical 
options are closed and therefore others open. This is the prin- 
ciple at work here. 

As mentioned earlier, the lack of ulterior motive is not a moral 
test but simply a commitment to be bound by argument. This 
dimension of moral modesty recalls my statement that the Rheto- 
ric may be the only art of rhetoric which makes no claim to teach 
virtue. A situation like my experience with the Rank and Tenure 
Committee can demand and inspire virtuous behavior, but the 
experience does not teach virtue. There may be no carryover to 
the rest of our lives. Virtue consists of doing good things for their 
own sake and not for an ulterior motive. Vicious action has an 
ulterior motive apart from the action itself. So while I am delib- 
erating in that committee, I am not only performing virtuous — in 
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this case, just — actions but also doing them justly and as the just 
person would do them. No doubt such experiences can help some- 
one develop habits of doing things for their own sake. But there 
is also no reason to think that by themselves such experiences 
will develop such a habit. Aristotle’s polis is full of occasions like 
my Rank and Tenure Committee experience, and so virtue devel- 
ops into second nature there. But outside the polis, all we have 
are discrete circumstances and experiences which might or might 
not unify into a good life. The point remains: a commitment to 
be bound to and by argument is doing good for its own sake. It 
would be immodest for rhetoric to demand more. 

We work hard on our Rank and Tenure Committee to deny 
expertise because expertise can destroy community. When a col- 
league of mine from the Philosophy Department is being consid- 
ered for tenure, I do not appeal to things I “know” about him 
that are not present in the file, or to my superior experience in 
reading philosophy files, j ust as I do not persuade an undergradu- 
ate class about the meaning of a passage in Plato by referring to 
some piece of esoteric knowledge not available to students — “I’ve 
read Vlastos, and you haven’t.” If a candidate alleges that her 
unfavorable student evaluations were due to gender discrimina- 
tion, we deliberate about the evidence in front of us and do not 
call in experts on how to interpret student evaluation forms, even 
though we have available many experts who urgently offer their 
services. Expertise, since it is immodest, makes deliberation im- 
possible.^ 

The difference between civic and professional rhetoric can 
be seen in what happens to the rhetorician’s ability to argue both 
sides of a question and think from the opponent’s point of view. 
Professionally, one has to argue both sides of a question because 
one might be employed by either side, and one has to think from 
the opponent’s point of view in order to anticipate objections. 
The civic and ethical rhetorician argues both sides of a question 
and thinks from the opponent’s point of view in order to form a 
community of inquiry. These two approaches are not equivalent. 
Free debate and the open clash of opinions do not by themselves 
always lead to truth or progress in inquiry. They can lead to a 
contest of rhetorical skill, a rhetorical race to the bottom. We are 
all familiar with both processes, rhetorical contests that lead to 
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truth and those that lead to competitors aiming at victory by 
appealing to the worst aspects of their audiences. Aristotle’s Rheto- 
ric and its principles of modesty invite us to see why rhetorical 
debate sometimes leads to truth and sometimes to corruption.^ 

For example, to decide for myself which way to vote on the 
Rank and Tenure Committee, I often try writing letters to the 
candidate giving the grounds for both favorable and unfavorable 
recommendations. I usually find that I cannot write one of the 
letters and thereby discover where the preponderance of evidence 
lies. But “can” here is an ethical, not a logical, term. I could write 
a letter on either side, where “could” means the ability to as- 
semble arguments and make a persuasive case. Anyone who has 
ever been on a faculty committee has copious experience with 
defending the indefensible. But if my purpose is to arrive at the 
best judgment I can, then I should be able to write one letter and 
not the other. “One should be able to argue persuasively on ei- 
ther side of a question . . . not that we may actually do both (for 
one should not persuade what is debased) but in order that it 
may not escape our notice what the real state of the case is and 
that we ourselves may be able to refute if another person uses 
speech unjustly” (I.1.1355a29-32). 

I want to juxtapose this picture of modest rhetoric with the 
more expansive senses of rhetoric that rely on specialized knowl- 
edge or eloquence. The demand for professional eloquence, and 
so for writing teachers, can have three sources, according to my 
analysis. First, sometimes someone has specialized knowledge, 
such as a doctor. The doctor has to persuade me to take my medi- 
cine, and neither of us has the time for me to learn physiology. 
That’s why Tm paying her. Technical communication is not a 
universal art like rhetoric and dialectic. It uses rhetoric but does 
not simply engage in it. To me, the ignorant patient, my doctor’s 
wisdom is an atechnos — something like the laws, contracts, and 
witnesses that Aristotle lists — that the audience must either ac- 
cept or not but about which it cannot reason. Second, the de- 
mand for professional eloquence can come from an ulterior 
motive. For example, there are no significant differences between 
brands of soap or make of automobile, and so advertising can- 
not be the argumentative presentation of evidence. Advertising 
must succeed through style and delivery, since argument is not 
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available. This is why I think that advertising and other content- 
free persuasions supply a bad model for rhetoric. Rhetoric is tied 
to deliberation, where one’s choice makes a difference. Stylistic 
appeals are appropriately central when the decision does not 
matter. Finally, the demand for professional eloquence can come 
from eloquence itself. This is what Burke calls “pure persuasion,” 
and it is connected to the delights of language that Lanham has 
stressed more recently. These are the competitive pleasures that 
Aristotle censures with regard to music. Here too is room for 
specialized teaching and performance, rather than a universal art 
like Aristotle’s. But, to repeat, Aristotle thinks that pure persua- 
sion always comes from competition and always makes us unfit 
for more modest, more ethical, occupations. 

We do not live in heaven or in Aristotle’s world, so it is silly 
to condemn specialized eloquence and the teaching of it. We do 
not always find ourselves in situations in which modesty can be a 
principle or a virtue. The three sources of specialized eloquence 
listed all seem to be at least sometimes legitimate, or at least un- 
avoidable. But immodesty always has a cost. The challenge in 
each case — a challenge which is often successfully met — is to de- 
velop specialized eloquence in a way that avoids the moral dan- 
gers Aristotle cautions against. The three sorts of border violations 
often occur together, but they are not connected by chains of 
necessity. We must draw connections between the border viola- 
tions — be they wisdom, or eloquence, or ulterior motive — and 
argument and ethos. 

As one gesture toward this complication of my thesis, I want 
to return again to the fact that Aristotle regarded border viola- 
tions of wisdom differently than those of eloquence. Artful elo- 
quence destroys deliberation. Learned eloquence is out of place 
in our deliberations on the Rank and Tenure Committee that I 
presented as the practice of ideal Aristotelian modest rhetoric. 
Someone who tried to persuade his colleagues through the plea- 
sures of style would be ridiculous, whether in oral deliberation 
or when we write memos to each other. My colleagues who rep- 
resent the natural sciences on the committee seem to regard the 
lack of eloquence as proof of wisdom, and so their ethos con- 
tains a studied (I hope) inarticulateness; the fact that they would 
fail a first-year composition course does not relegate them to a 
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reduced place in our deliberations, since persuasiveness is tied to 
argument, not eloquence. But, as Aristotle indicated, the entrance 
of wisdom into deliberation is more complicated than that of 
eloquence. It would be silly to say that self-denying ordinances 
should always be followed and that expertise is always out of 
place because it destroys deliberation. Moral condemnations of 
sophistic rhetoric are cheap. What if I have specialized knowl- 
edge and have to persuade an uneducated audience to do some- 
thing I know is right, whether taking their medicine or accepting 
higher taxes? What if I am debating an opponent who is using 
dishonest tactics in a cause which I know to be a bad one? Elo- 
quence by itself is not much of a danger, but the eloquence natu- 
rally engendered by appropriate border violations concerning 
knowledge and ulterior motives is a serious danger. 

Recently I was a member of a search committee to find a new 
dean. After reading his file, I had questions and suspicions about 
one applicant. I telephoned someone at his former university and 
learned that the candidate had been found double billing his travel 
so that his wife could accompany him on business trips. This 
information, of course, was not in his file. I reported it to my 
colleagues on the committee. Our deliberations were then very 
short. My colleagues relied on my putative expertise. They trusted 
me, and my injection of specialized knowledge did not destroy 
community or permanently change the rhetorical situation. Such 
introductions of specialized knowledge may not be ideal, but 
sometimes they are necessary for successful deliberation. But what 
if I, and I alone, continued to introduce such evidence about each 
candidate? In that case, we would no longer have an Aristotelian 
rhetorical situation in which audiences judged arguments, be- 
cause they would be relying on what Aristotle called atechnoi^ 
extra-argumentative grounds for persuasion. Aristotle’s examples 
in Rhetoric 1.15 are contracts, written laws, oaths, and the re- 
sults of torture, but my back-channel telephone conversations 
qualify as well. I would be an expert, and the committee would 
become quite a different kind of community. 

I conclude that in any particular case it is a matter for indi- 
vidual judgment whether to rely on expert knowledge and pro- 
fessional eloquence. This is the traditional rhetorical topos of 
how to argue against an unjust opponent, the topos of the con- 
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flict between playing by the rules and trying to win. Generally, it 
is best to stick to common opinion, common values, and publicly 
accessible modes of argument, but in some cases the stakes are 
too high, and the importance of winning outweighs the value of 
staying with civil methods of argument. Assume that I am right 
to try to defeat this candidate for the dean’s job rather than take 
the attitude that the best argument should triumph in our delib- 
erative process. His file was good enough that many of my col- 
leagues had placed him first on their list. If I argue to win, based 
on expertise and an ulterior motive, there is still a cost. The cost 
is the loss of the ethical kind of proof available only in a commu- 
nity. Even so, community is not destroyed by every violation of 
these terms, by every appeal to expert knowledge. One can try to 
ensure through argument that the community remains intact de- 
spite a necessary violation. While my evidence supplanted delib- 
eration in this instance, I had to present it in such a way that it 
did not threaten the deliberative structure of our rhetorical com- 
munity. 

Why is the appeal to esoteric knowledge, hitting on a scien- 
tific principle, not only a rhetorical but also an ethical loss? In a 
true rhetorical situation, such as the Rank and Tenure Commit- 
tee, I, the speaker trying to persuade, think that there is room for 
dispute, and I also think that one alternative is best. I can there- 
fore argue with members of an audience who also face a situa- 
tion that can go either way and who are called upon to make a 
decision. The audience and I both face rhetorical situations, situ- 
ations in which we must choose the best available alternative. 
But in arguing with the creationist, the fundamentalist, or the 
postmodern relativist, or in arguing with colleagues who cannot 
know the crucial facts about double billing that I know, I do not 
consider myself in a rhetorical situation. I do not think there are 
two sides to the question. It would be dishonest to act as though 
there were. On the other hand, although it would not be dishon- 
est, it would be most unpersuasive to act as though the case is 
settled in front of people for whom my arguments are at best 
persuasive, not compulsive. This is what Aristotle means when 
he says that arguments that are “too logical” drive out the emo- 
tional and the ethical. “Nor should you seek an enthymeme when 
the speech (logos) is being ‘ethical’ (ethikos); for logical demon- 
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stration has neither ethos nor moral purpose (prohaire$i$y 
(IIL17.1418al7). 

We can see this driving out in action in a specific form of 
immodesty Aristotle discusses, namely excessive precision. Ex- 
cessive precision is a character flaw, not just the mistake in argu- 
ment we are warned against elsewhere in Aristotle. Precision is 
not a logical property but an ethical one. The overly precise 
speaker is not persuasive, because excessive accuracy is a sign of 
vice, not virtue. “It is more fitting that a virtuous man should 
show himself good than that his speech should be painfully ex- 
act” (III.17.1418bl“3). Aristotle condemns the man who stands 
on his rights for demanding an ethically excessive sort of preci- 
sion concerning the subject of justice and the distribution of goods 
(V.10.1137b34-1138a3). To argue on the basis of reason alone 
is a character flaw, a failure of ethos, and therefore a failure to 
persuade. Excessive precision is in both cases unethical because 
it takes something which should be within the range of praxis 
and judgment and makes it into a subject for more precise, scien- 
tific determination. 

For the individual speaker, the conflict between engaging in 
civic rhetoric and winning a particular case is a matter for judg- 
ment. In any particular case, the individual must decide whether 
to rely on expert knowledge or professional eloquence. But there 
is another point of view from which to examine these things — 
the systemic point of view. Not all border transgressions are bad. 
Wisdom and science are good, as we have seen. But the loss of 
the ethical is a loss usually worth preventing. One further lesson 
of Aristotle’s Rhetoric is that the individual rhetorician’s point of 
view, or that of the individual moral agent making an ethical 
decision, is not the point of view from which to think about these 
things. Instead, the goal is to develop a community perspective, 
to create a community which enables argumentative rhetoric. 

Worries about the domination of expert knowledge are com- 
mon enough today to constitute their own genre. By tying to- 
gether Aristotle’s three kinds of boundary maintenance for 
rhetoric, I have emphasized the connections between expertise 
and professional rhetoric. But, unlike Cicero’s hopes for reunit- 
ing wisdom and eloquence, Aristotle offers something more in- 
teresting than nostalgia for a simpler age. Aristotelian modesty 
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prescribes not a plain style but plain argument. Expertise exists. 
Aristotle never condemns “hitting on a principle” and moving 
from rhetoric to a science. To the extent that esoteric knowledge 
is the motivation for professional rhetoric, though, Aristotle’s 
criticisms of his competitors, who, like rhetoricians today, em- 
phasize affecting the emotions as the manner of presentation, are 
worth taking seriously. Concentration on the emotions and on 
affecting the audience, Aristotle says, leads to setting up judicial 
rhetoric as the paradigm for rhetoric in general. Concentration 
on style and delivery makes epideictic rhetoric the paradigm. Each 
is more competitive and professional than the deliberative rheto- 
ric which Aristotle sets as the central form of rhetoric. The chal- 
lenge to rhetoric today is to restore the primacy of the deliberative 
in circumstances that make this priority much more difficult than 
it was for Aristotle. 

I said earlier that in any rhetorical situation the speaker has 
to reconcile the following two values: the orator must be some- 
one worth listening to, and to that extent must be distinct from 
the audience, although not always superior in knowledge, and 
the orator must also be someone who shares the values and opin- 
ions of the audience, and to that extent must be one with the 
audience. That conflict is present not only in every rhetorical 
practitioner but also in everyone who tries to theorize about rheto- 
ric and to teach rhetoric in a way inspired by Aristotle. To teach 
is to know and to know the causes of success and failure. Such 
knowledge is not universally possessed. On the other hand, rheto- 
ric, like dialectic, is a universal faculty. Everyone can and does 
practice it, often with greater success through experience or tal- 
ent than through learning. Understanding the principles of per- 
suasion — Aristotle’s sense of an art of rhetoric — helps us judge 
the moral dimensions of rhetorical situations and thus the costs 
and advantages of relying on a universal faculty and on exper- 
tise. Maybe there is room for composition teachers after all. There 
are worthwhile things to worry about other than improving prac- 
tice. 
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Notes 



1. In “The ‘Q’ Question,” Lanham outlines answers both for and against 
the proposition that virtue can be taught by rhetorical training. But it is 
instructive how his exemplars of those who deny moral benefits of rheto- 
ric, such as Ramus, are in fact making very strong moral claims. 

2. I have offered an analysis of this passage from the Rhetoric in Garver, 
“Aristotle’s.” See also Theaetetus 172d. 

3. The recent attempts by feminism to appropriate the Sophists are only 
the latest manifestation of this association of artful eloquence with ex- 
tensions of democracy. For one example, see Jarratt. 

4. I analyze Aristotle’s distinction between the art of rhetoric and exter- 
nal motives in more detail in Aristotle's Rhetoric: An Art of Character. 
That book also contains a detailed explication of the distinction be- 
tween aiming at winning and aiming at finding in any particular case 
the available means of persuasion. I hope that all other assertions about 
the Rhetoric for which there is no time for adequate argument in this 
chapter can be found to be convincingly proven in that book. 

5. In denying that Aristotle’s Rhetoric can improve a student’s ability 
to write or speak, I realize that I am dismissing several contemporary 
attempts to use Aristotle to do just that, e.g., Horner; Gage; and Crowley. 
These works seem to me testimony to the talents of their authors and 
the richness of Aristotle’s text. No law dictates that Aristotle’s text can 
be understood only in the way I claim it is meant to be taken, and much 
intellectual progress is occasionally made by appropriating texts for pur- 
poses quite foreign to their intentions. 

6. '^Homonoia is not merely sharing a belief, since this might happen 
among people who do not know each other. Nor are people said to be 
in concord (homonoia) when they agree about just anything, e.g., on 
astronomical questions, since concord on these questions is not a fea- 
ture of friendship. Rather a city is said to be in concord when [its citi- 
zens] agree about what is advantageous, make the same decision, and 
act on their common resolution” (Ethics IX.6.1167a22-30). See also 
IX.6.1167b3-4: “Concord, then, is apparently political friendship 
(philia) . . . for it is concerned with advantage and with what affects 
life.” 
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7. It is beyond the scope of this paper but worth noting that the mod- 
esty of Aristotle’s Rhetoric is matched by a corresponding modesty of 
the Ethics and Politics. Often what I call modesty is read as Aristotle’s 
dispute with Plato, but I prefer to see it as internally motivated. 

8. Sometimes the purpose of the invocation of expertise is precisely to 
destroy community and substitute domination, often justified by moral 
superiority — thus the expert who wants to interpret student evaluation 
forms for us to detect gender discrimination. Thus the politician who 
pronounces on the metaphysics of homosexuality — whether it is innate 
or acquired — in order to license discrimination, or on the metaphysics 
of personhood in order to remove questions about abortion from delib- 
eration. On the homosexuality example, see Carver, “Philosophy.” For 
an argument against esoteric biology as opposed to common knowl- 
edge in moral deliberation about abortion, see Hursthouse: “One can- 
not have the right or correct attitude to something if the attitude is 
based on or involves false beliefs. And this suggests that if the status of 
the foetus is relevant to the rightness or wrongness of abortion, its sta- 
tus must be known, as a truth, to the fully wise and virtuous person. . . . 
But the sort of wisdom that the fully virtuous person has is not sup- 
posed to be recondite; it does not call for fancy philosophical sophisti- 
cation” (235). 

9. For a different version of the way both rhetoricians and dialecticians 
argue both sides of a question, see Plato’s Phaedrus 261c-d. 
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Classical Rhetoric in American 
Writing Textbooks, 1950-1965 



he question that gave rise to the research presented here 



began with the kind of intellectual unease that Richard 
Young frequently refers to as a “felt difficulty.” In this case, the 
difficulty involved a puzzlement I felt as I studied both classical 
rhetoric and the history of writing instruction within English 
departments. The difficulty gradually formalized into this ques- 
tion: Why did classical rhetoric, which has so much to offer writ- 
ing instruction, have such a negligible impact on composition 
studies and writing instruction in the 1950s and early 1960s, a 
period generally characterized in our accounts of the period as 
one of renewed interest in rhetoric within English departments in 
U.S. colleges and universities.^ 

The search for answers resulted in a broad study (Schnaken- 
berg) that examined the social and disciplinary contexts within 
which the revival of interest in rhetoric in English departments 
took place, along with twentieth-century American scholarship 
on classical and Aristotelian rhetoric related to that revival, in- 
cluding histories of rhetoric, writing textbooks featuring classi- 
cal rhetoric, and journal articles focusing on classical and 
Aristotelian rhetoric published in major journals in English and 
speech communication {PMLA, College Composition and Com- 
munication, College English, and the Quarterly Journal of 
Speech). That work demonstrates in detail both the broad range 
of sources and interpretations of classical rhetoric that were ac- 
tually available to scholars seeking to explore classical rhetoric, 
and the very narrow subset of those sources that made their way 
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into the journal articles and writing textbooks most frequently 
read by scholars with an interest in writing instruction. Among 
the study’s many conclusions are several directly relevant to the 
topic of this chapter, the representations of classical and Aristo- 
telian rhetoric in writing textbooks and the ways in which those 
representations enabled or discouraged the use and adaptation 
of classical rhetoric as a foundation for writing pedagogy. 

The first of these findings was that advocacy for classical 
rhetoric within English departments was narrower and more scat- 
tered than prominent commentaries on the period have suggested 
(Berlin, Rhetoric^ “Writing Instruction”; Russell; Connors, Ede, 
and Lunsford). Of the very small number of articles linking clas- 
sical rhetoric and writing instruction published in College En- 
glish, College Composition and Communication, and PMLA 
during the period,^ only a small subset represented classical rheto- 
ric positively or called for its direct revival and use. Far more 
common were characterizations that rejected classical rhetoric 
as hopelessly outdated (Keniston; Ohmann) or called for a lim- 
ited revival under which classical rhetoric would be made avail- 
able as a legitimating foundation for writing instruction but not 
used directly in any substantive way ( Francis; Kitzhaber, “Fresh- 
man English,” “New Perspectives”; Bailey; Booth, “Rhetorical,” 
“Revival”; Burke; Christensen; Gorrell). Virginia Burke, for ex- 
ample, in a 1965 article titled “The Composition-Rhetoric Pyra- 
mid,” nicely summarizes the limited revival view when she 
simultaneously calls for the revival of knowledge of classical rheto- 
ric as a general framework and legitimating predecessor for writ- 
ing instruction, advocates the development of a modern rhetoric 
“designed for the twentieth century milieu” (7), and warns against 
attempts to revive classical rhetoric that involve “gathering up 
unexamined scraps from the banquet of the ancients” (4). Like 
Burke, most who espouse this position are more concerned with 
developing what Kitzhaber describes as “a new and intellectu- 
ally respectable curriculum” than with reviving or using any par- 
ticular aspect of classical rhetoric (“4C” 129). Those very few 
articles that advocated a broad and specific revival of classical 
rhetoric — Bilsky et al.; Congleton; Corbett, “Usefulness”; and 
Hughes — constitute a small minority within a minority. 
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A second relevant finding was that those scholars who advo- 
cated a revival of classical rhetoric were linked in some substan- 
tive way to one of two widely different interpretive traditions, 
both of which featured narrow views of classical and Aristote- 
lian rhetoric that limited its potential applicability to writing in- 
struction: the philosophical but strongly logic-centered view of 
rhetoric associated with scholars at the University of Chicago, 
and the analytic and literary view of rhetoric associated with the 
Cornell school of rhetoric that emphasized the use of rhetorical 
concepts as a framework for the close reading of finished texts. 
Neither tradition emphasized rhetoric as a techne or art of pro- 
duction. In sum, even the very limited number of positive repre- 
sentations of classical rhetoric presented a truncated and therefore 
inadequate view of the complexity and range of both classical 
and Aristotelian rhetoric. In addition, these representations pro- 
vided little in the way of the specific discussion of pedagogy that 
would have been needed to make the tenets of classical rhetoric a 
viable foundation for writing instruction. 

The failure to provide both an adequate and accessible ex- 
planation of classical rhetoric and a related pedagogy takes on 
particular significance against the background of widespread ig- 
norance of classical rhetoric within English departments and the 
common concerns underlying efforts to improve writing instruc- 
tion during the period. The single most important factor in the 
resurgence of interest in classical rhetoric was a strong agree- 
ment both within and beyond academia that there was a crisis in 
writing instruction and, more specifically, that the prevailing 
method of instruction, now commonly referred to as the current- 
traditional approach, was ineffective. This perception of a crisis 
led to a broad search for new ideas and methods for teaching 
writing. In this search, scholars interested in improving writing 
instruction were concerned with identifying both a legitimating 
foundation for writing instruction and a related and specific peda- 
gogy that could be widely and effectively adopted. While the con- 
cern for identifying a legitimating foundation has received 
attention in recent scholarship and even been characterized as 
the driving force behind representations of classical rhetoric (Ber- 
lin, ‘'Revisionary”; Atwill), my close examination of the issues 
under debate in the 1950s indicates that scholars in English seek- 
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ing to improve writing instruction were initially more concerned 
with identifying and implementing effective pedagogy. The search 
for a legitimating foundation, and related efforts to secure disci- 
plinary status and institutional respect for writing instruction, 
did become more prominent in the early to mid-1960s, but even 
in that period the concern for effective writing instruction car- 
ried at least equal weight (Schnakenberg). 

In the search for both a foundational grounding and a re- 
lated method for writing instruction, classical rhetoric was put 
forward as a potential candidate by a very small number of indi- 
viduals and competed, largely unsuccessfully, with several other 
candidates, including literature, communication theory, structural 
linguistics, and current-traditional rhetoric (Young and Goggin 
1993). In the intense competition and jockeying for position that 
the multiplicity of candidates produced, classical rhetoric began 
with a distinct disadvantage for two prominent reasons. First, it 
was virtually unknown to all but a handful of scholars within 
English departments. Second, it faced the double stigma of being 
linked negatively to propaganda and manipulation in the post- 
war period and of being generally perceived as “old” and “out- 
dated” in a period when “new” and “modern” were highly 
valorized concepts. 

Disciplinary Role and Status of Writing Textbooks 

The representations of classical, and most commonly Aristote- 
lian, rhetoric presented in writing textbooks published between 
1950 and 1965 are of particular significance to the question at 
issue here because of the unusual relationship between textbooks 
and scholarship in writing instruction. While scholarship is con- 
ventionally viewed as the main avenue through which new knowl- 
edge and theory are developed within a discipline, textbooks tend 
to be seen as vehicles for reflecting and transmitting the estab- 
lished facts, theories, and procedures that have been determined 
and modified through scholarship (Kuhn; Rothman; Olsen; 
Connors, “Textbooks”). What this traditional view overlooks, 
however, is that the relationship between scholarship and text- 
books is not consistent across or even within disciplines. Within 
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disciplines such as the hard sciences that Kuhn, for example, uses 
as his paradigm cases, textbooks and scholarship do frequently 
share a “coevolutionary socioculture” in which scholarship con- 
stantly works to advance the state of knowledge preserved in the 
texts, and textbooks change mainly in response to perceived gaps 
between their representation of the field and current knowledge 
as represented in the scholarship (Connors, “Textbooks” 190). 
Textbooks change, in effect, when they need to “catch up” to 
developments in the field. 

This relationship is somewhat different, however, in fields 
such as writing instruction in which there is neither a single agreed- 
upon disciplinary foundation nor an accepted body of precepts 
and procedures. Under these conditions, textbooks tend to de- 
fine rather than reflect accepted theory, subject matter, and method 
(Woods; Connors, “Rise”). As Welch has succinctly noted, “The 
power of the printed word dominates change in the teaching of 
writing” (“Reply” 367). Under these conditions, textbooks tend 
to structure both classroom instruction and teachers’ knowledge 
of the field. 

The potential for textbooks to define a field does not, how- 
ever, necessarily imply that fields such as writing instruction un- 
dergo constant change. In periods when there is little scholarship 
to prompt change from within and no external impetus to en- 
courage change from without, new textbooks will tend to re- 
semble their predecessors. A clear example here is the dominance 
of the four-modes approach through the first half of this century 
(Connors, “Rise”; Fogarty). In periods when internal or external 
circumstances prompt change, scholars, unconstrained by strong 
linkage to an underlying discipline, have the opportunity to use 
textbooks as vehicles to introduce radically different approaches 
or to graft new approaches onto the old. Although both responses 
are possible, a combination of training, habit, and market forces 
will tend to encourage grafting. 

According to Connors, the conditions just described influ- 
enced writing-textbook production and reception in the 1950s 
and early 1960s when postwar demands for practical literacy 
prompted strong calls for change in writing instruction (“Rise,” 
“Textbooks”). Connors documents something of a shift during 
this period away from textbooks based on the four modes of 
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discourse and toward texts that featured literary study or were 
based on a variety of approaches related to the communications 
and general semantics movements. A similar change occurred in 
the late 1960s and into the 1970s, but in this period the new 
approaches tended to draw more on linguistics, transformational 
grammar, theories of artistic expression, and developmental, so- 
cial, and cognitive psychology (Berlin, Rhetoric). The textbooks 
written under these conditions do introduce new material, but 
they tend, more often than not, to blend the new material with 
an ample measure of content and approaches drawn from prior 
textbooks (Connors, “Textbooks”). 

The tendency for the old to dominate, or at least provide a 
situating context for, the new has at least three powerful sources. 
First, because textbooks are primarily commercial products, a 
combination of old and new will often be encouraged and per- 
haps even required by publishers, who both seek a reasonable 
profit and recognize the often conservative tendencies of text- 
book adoption committees. This conservative impulse is more 
than understandable given the potential for fragmentation in the 
textbook market and the fact that a familiar and widely adopted 
composition text such as McCrimmon’s Writing with a Purpose, 
a modal text first introduced in the mid-1950s, can sell between 
forty and fifty thousand copies a year (Winterowd). A second, 
somewhat subtler but probably more important source of con- 
servatism is that authors of writing textbooks have, at least until 
quite recently, learned most of what they know about writing 
instruction through exposure to existing textbooks rather than 
through training or research in a foundational discipline. Thus, 
even when they draw from other disciplines and seek to intro- 
duce new knowledge and methods in their texts, their own per- 
ceptions and approaches are strongly influenced by prior 
textbooks as well as their own experience and training. A third 
and closely related factor is that writing textbooks frequently 
serve as primers for both teachers and their students (Applebee; 
Welch, “Ideology”). Authors facing the daunting task of intro- 
ducing new material to subject-matter novices may find it neces- 
sary to situate new concepts and procedures within a context of 
familiar ones. Given these conditions, it is not surprising that the 
process of introducing and institutionalizing change in writing 
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textbooks 3nd methods of instruction is Quite slow, even when 
new and relevant knowledge and methods are available in pre- 
ceding scholarship and when the textbooks are written by schol- 
ars who themselves participate in that scholarship (Stewart; Rose; 
Woods; Johnson). 

Four composition textbooks seeking to introduce elements 
of classical rhetoric into writing instruction in the 1950s and early 
1960s— Richard Weaver’s Composition: A Course in Writing and 
Rhetoric, Manuel Bilsky’s Logic and Effective Argument, Rich- 
ard Hughes and Albert Duhamel’s Rhetoric; Principles and Us- 
age, and Edward R J. Corbett’s Classical Rhetoric for the Modern 
Student illustrate the difficulties of introducing change into 
writing instruction, of translating disciplinary knowledge into 
effective pedagogy, and of producing permanent change in a field 
with no agreed-upon disciplinary foundation. They also illustrate 
the essential conservatism of textbooks within such a discipline 
and the ways in which this conservatism affected early efforts to 
introduce elements of classical and Aristotelian rhetoric into writ- 
ing instruction. 



1950s Writing Textbooks Introducing 
Elements of Classical Rhetoric 

Two composition textbooks published during the 1950s by schol- 
ars affiliated with the University of Chicago are notable for both 
their introduction of terms and concepts from classical rhetoric 
and their restricted representation of rhetoric as an art of logical 
argument. Richard Weaver’s 1957 Composition: A Course in 
Writing and Rhetoric, like the majority of comprehensive writ- 
ing textbooks prominent in the period, is structured around the 
four modes of discourse — exposition, description, narration, and 
argument. Within this traditional framework, the text empha- 
sizes the specific characteristics of each mode and distinctions 
among them. The modal approach emphasizes the final form of 
a discourse and gives little attention to rhetorical concerns such 
as purpose, audience, and context. Weaver’s text also resembles 
other texts of the period in including a handbook, a set of read- 
ings, and extensive discussions of paragraph and sentence struc- 
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ture. Despite its resemblance to other modal texts, however, it 
was considered unusual at the time because of its stress on rheto- 
ric and argument and its inclusion of a section on “the now al- 
most totally neglected ‘topics’ of persuasion” (“Among the New 
Texts” 253). 

Bilsky’s 1956 text, although much shorter than Weaver’s (104 
pages in the 1963 revised edition compared to 670 pages for 
Weaver’s 1967 second edition), discusses argument — its sole fo- 
cus — in more detail and gives it significantly more prominence. 
Both texts, however, strongly emphasize the logical elements of 
argument. Weaver, in his section on Deduction, focuses exclu- 
sively on logical argument that is patterned on the syllogism and 
evaluated according to the rules of formal logic. In fact, Weaver’s 
focus on logic is unrelenting. He never mentions ethical or pa- 
thetic appeals, does not distinguish between probable and abso- 
lute premises in syllogisms, and defines the enthymeme as a 
syllogism or “deductive argument with one of its propositions . . . 
missing” (133). Bilsky also emphasizes logical argument but in a 
less unrelenting manner. Bilsky defines argument as the central 
task and genre of composition rather than simply one of four 
modes, but he closely associates argument with logic and “infor- 
mative” language and pointedly directs students to avoid “ex- 
pressive” terms which convey feelings and emotions (13). Bilsky 
does differ from Weaver in alluding to the power of expressive 
language but takes pains to link such language negatively to ad- 
vertising, drama, and political speeches. Students are directed to 
keep to the “neutral” territory of informative language and clear 
logic.^ 

Unlike Weaver, Bilsky does allow for probability in in- 
ductive argument and plausibility in what he refers to as “practi- 
cal arguments,” but he focuses mainly on deductive arguments 
governed by the rules of formal logic. His strong preference for 
formal logic is evident in his early statement that “[n]o degrees 
of validity are possible; the argument is either valid or invalid” 
(22), and in his strong focus on the rules of syllogistic reasoning 
(37-39) and the “form” rather than the content of argument (26). 
Like Weaver, he refers almost exclusively to syllogistic rather than 
enthymematic reasoning and defines the enthymeme as a syllo- 
gism with one or more missing parts (43). The majority of Bilsky’s 
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text is devoted to “empirical patterns” (87) of deduction and 
induction, with the final fourteen pages reserved for “Practical 
Patterns,” i.e., arguments that involve judgments or values. Bilsky 
notes that such arguments are “extremely pervasive” and cover 
“a vast area” in which the empirical patterns “are neither di- 
rectly available nor immediately appropriate except in a highly 
attenuated form” (87). Although he touches on the relation of 
practical arguments to judgments and values and concedes that 
their effectiveness “depends partly on situation” (91), he seeks to 
ground them as much as possible in “rational, logical arguments” 
(89) by focusing on “the relevance of the reasons offered” (90) 
as a primary measure of effectiveness. 

Thus, in both Weaver’s and Bilsky’s texts we see rhetoric de- 
fined primarily in terms of patterns of argument, and argument 
defined primarily in terms of deductive reasoning carried out by 
means of syllogisms. Ethical and pathetic appeals are either ig- 
nored or strongly discouraged. One possible explanation, sup- 
ported by statements in Weaver’s preface, is that ethical and 
pathetic appeals are considered so odious, inappropriate, and 
thoroughly linked to emotional manipulation that it seems best 
to ignore them. Rather than present logic as an antidote to emo- 
tional appeals, they present it as a substitute. For Weaver, a sec- 
ond explanation grows out of his Platonic view of rhetoric and 
dialectic as related but “distinguishable stages of argumentation” 
{Ethics of Rhetoric 27). Dialectic is said to precede rhetoric and 
to secure the “truth,” which rhetoric then presents. In this view, 
logical argument and formal logic are considered the appropri- 
ate means of conveying established truth, and all other types of 
appeals or forms of arguments are either extraneous or detri- 
mental. 

Bilsky explicitly claims an Aristotelian framework, but his 
emphasis on logical argument suggests more affinity with the 
Organon and the interpretive tradition in philosophy that views 
Aristotelian rhetoric as primarily logical than with the Rhetoric 
itself. In sum, both texts reflect the valorization of logic over 
rhetoric and the absolute over the contingent (Florescu). From 
the perspective of the late 1990s, both texts are notable for what 
is missing: context, contingency, audience, emotion, and forms 
of argument other than the syllogism. 
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Hughes and Duhamers Rhetoric: Principles and Usage 

I turned to Hughes and Duhamers 1962 Rhetoric: Principles and 
Usage with high expectations because of the distinctive and prom- 
ising view of Aristotelian rhetoric as a “generative” and “cre- 
ative” art that Hughes presented in his 1965 article on “The 
Contemporaneity of Classical Rhetoric.” In that article, in a po- 
sition that foreshadows later discussions of what is frequently 
referred to as “the rhetorical turn,” Hughes presents argument 
as the dominant form of discourse that subsumes exposition, 
narration, and description. The last three are presented as forms 
or shapes that a particular argument may take (158). Addition- 
ally, Hughes argues that the creation of an argument is not a 
straightforward process that begins with the writer knowing what 
she wants to say and then finding a form in which to say it, but 
rather is the end result of a “gradual evolution of a judgment out 
of disparate and embryonic evidence, the formulation of the re- 
alized judgment in the rhetor’s own mind” (158). 

Hughes’s view of the role of the topics as inventional strate- 
gies is similarly distinctive. While many in the period, including 
Corbett, viewed the topics as a system for determining how best 
to present a previously established judgment, Hughes’s article 
presents the rhetor as one who, using the resources of rhetorical 
invention, most notably the topics, “discovers a judgment in an 
area where experience is still flexible enough to take many shapes” 
(158). Both rhetoric and the topics deal with “the area of prob- 
abilities . . . where separate items of experience have not yet 
evolved into a reality” (158). In other words, something new, 
something which did not previously exist, comes into being 
through the creative inquiry initiated by the rhetor. 

Unfortunately, the conception of rhetoric instantiated in the 
1962 text that Hughes co-authored with Albert Duhamel owes 
more to current-traditional rhetoric and literary criticism than to 
either the Rhetoric itself or to the rich conception of classical and 
Aristotelian rhetoric presented in Hughes’s article. Although 
Hughes and Duhamel label their approach as essentially Aristo- 
telian, they organize their text according to the four modes. This 
organization is not immediately apparent because the text is nomi- 
nally arranged in three main sections that suggest a break from 
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the modes approach: Organization, Invention, and Style. The link 
to the modes approach becomes clear, however, in Section I, Or- 
ganization, which includes chapters on three of the four tradi- 
tional modes — description, narration, and exposition. The fourth 
mode, argumentation, is discussed in Section II, under Invention. 
Although even considering invention is certainly an innovation, 
Hughes and Duhamel limit invention to argument and restrict 
argument primarily to logical reasoning, thus reflecting prior text- 
book approaches more closely than the classical or Aristotelian 
rhetoric they claim as their framework. 

Hughes and Duhamel’s text nicely illustrates how adoption 
(and adaptation) of classical rhetoric was influenced by a 
confluence of often disparate assumptions. The interpretations 
of rhetoric presented in the text show strong influence from for- 
mal logic, literary study, preceding writing textbooks and com- 
position practice, psychological research on image and motivation, 
and preceding interpretations of classical rhetoric. Like Weaver’s 
and Bilsky’s earlier textbooks, Hughes and Duhamel’s illustrates 
an often uneasy alliance of classical and contemporary assump- 
tions. The Aristotelian tradition provides the nominal framework, 
but classical rhetoric often seems less important than the literary, 
logical, and social science influences. 

The strong literary and current-traditional influence is evi- 
dent in a number of features in addition to the modal frame- 
work, most notably the pervasive focus on text and text features, 
a strong emphasis on close reading as the first step in learning to 
write, and the use of literary texts for a substantial portion of the 
model texts to be analyzed and imitated. The influence of work 
in logic and prior scholarship on the Rhetoric is similarly evi- 
dent. Enthymemes, for example, are treated as truncated syllo- 
gisms and restricted to logical appeals (228). The section on 
invention does discuss ethical and emotional appeals in addition 
to logical ones, but the authors’ preference for the logical is clear 
in both the amount and type of attention given to logic. Logical 
appeals are treated first, presented as the essence of argument 
and proof, and given more text space and detail than other types. 
Appeals based on “image” and “emotion” are labeled as 
“extralogical” (353), and emotional appeals are associated with 
“the irrational in human behavior” (338) and the “prejudices” 
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of the audience (340). Drawing on social science research and 
Vance Packard’s The Hidden Persuaders^ Hughes and Duhamel 
reluctantly acknowledge that Aristotle was correct in understand- 
ing that the ethical appeal “is, indeed, the strongest argument for 
or against a proposition” (351), but they present the audience’s 
tendency to accept extralogical appeals as a regrettable weak- 
ness. That the emphasis on logic is influenced by Cold War con- 
cerns is evident in their inclusion of a 1937 article on “How to 
Detect Propaganda” as part of the text. The obvious concern 
with countering propaganda, coupled with the strong associa- 
tions between propaganda, manipulative emotionalism, and non- 
logical appeals, creates a situation in which a strong emphasis on 
logic seems to be both appropriate and necessary. 

Like the earlier texts written by Bilsky and Weaver, Hughes 
and Duhamel’s text is notable for the amount of attention it gives 
to argument, but it is still ultimately a modal text with modifica- 
tions in the argument section drawn primarily from prior work 
in logic. In this text, invention and the topics are presented as 
methods for discovering preexisting evidence, and argument and 
logic are methods for presenting and testing, rather than creat- 
ing, positions. 



Corbett’s Classical Rhetoric for the Modem Student 

Corbett’s Classical Rhetoric for the Modern Student was both 
the first and the most widely adopted modern rhetoric textbook 
to be based primarily on classical rhetoric. First published in 1965, 
the text was issued in a third printing by 1966 and a second 
edition by 1971, although its popularity as a composition text 
had already waned somewhat by that time (Corbett, Classical). 
At least as important as its use as a writing text, however, was its 
influence as one of the main sources through which many schol- 
ars active in rhetorical studies in English today first encountered 
the classical tradition and its history.^ The 1990 publication of 
its third edition, identical to the original in all significant inter- 
pretive and pedagogical aspects, attests to its continuing impor- 
tance, as does the recent publication of composition texts 
grounded in classical rhetoric — notably Horner’s Rhetoric in the 
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Classical Tradition and Crowley’s Ancient Rhetorics for Con- 
temporary Students — that pay explicit homage to Corbett and 
would most likely not have existed without Corbett’s pioneering 
work. 

Two elements of the text deserve particular attention in terms 
of this investigation of the revival of interest in classical and Ar- 
istotelian rhetoric and its influence on writing instruction: 
Corbett’s specific interpretation of classical rhetoric and his peda- 
gogy based on that rhetoric. 

Classical Rhetoric from Corbetfs Perspective 

Corbett’s distinctive interpretation of classical rhetoric is presented 
in both the thirty-three-page “A Survey of Rhetoric” at the end 
of the text and the detailed explications of classical rhetoric pre- 
sented throughout the text. Although the title and Corbett’s con- 
sistent references to “classical rhetoric” imply that the work draws 
on a broad tradition, the conception of rhetoric he presents is 
based primarily on ideas drawn from Aristotle’s Rhetoric and 
the interpretive scholarship on it. The survey covers the 2,500- 
year span from 500 b.c. through the nineteenth century. Classi- 
cal rhetoric is covered in nine pages, of which two are specifically 
devoted to Aristotle. The most important point about this his- 
torical survey is that Corbett, like Donald Clark and Thonssen 
and Baird, on whom he explicitly relies, tends to simplify and 
overextend the role of Aristotle and the Rhetoric in rhetorical 
history. Using an influence-tracing approach as his framework, 
Corbett presents Aristotle as the central figure whose seminal 
ideas are influenced, extended, contracted, and challenged by 
other theorists."' As Carole Blair and others have recently noted, 
this approach distorts the history of rhetorical theory and prac- 
tice by concealing the variety and particularity of the broad range 
of approaches covered under the general heading of classical rheto- 
ric. 

Although the section of the survey that focuses directly on 
classical rhetoric is quite short, it is important because it empha- 
sizes elements of Aristotelian rhetoric that had little exposure or 
currency within works directly addressed to scholars in English 
at the time. In a section that strongly echoes Warner Jaeger and 
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quotes directly from Lane Cooper’s commentary on the Rheto- 
ric, Corbett argues that Aristotle developed his treatise as a counter 
to Plato’s negative views of rhetoric, and that it was the philo- 
sophical nature of Aristotle’s treatise that influenced not only 
Cicero and Quintilian, but also the rhetoric of the Middle Ages, 
of the Renaissance, and of modern times, all of which, in their 
“best elements^” have been and are “essentially Aristotelian” 
(540)/ More specifically, Corbett works to counter contempo- 
rary criticisms of the Rhetoric as an overly narrow and prag- 
matic handbook focusing primarily on logical argument. Corbett 
stresses that Aristotle emphasized the substance rather than the 
language of discourse and developed a set of abstract first prin- 
ciples to demonstrate that rhetoric is an “art” or “a teachable 
and systematic discipline” rather than a mere “knack” (539). As 
Richard Young’s influential work on invention has demonstrated, 
this conception of rhetoric as a teachable “art” is critically im- 
portant because it provides both a rationale for viewing rhetoric 
as a disciplinary foundation for a broad range of inquiry and the 
specific key to developing writing pedagogy grounded in a rhe- 
torical perspective. 

For Corbett, the key to Aristotle’s approach to rhetoric is a 
combination of this philosophical emphasis and Aristotle’s rec- 
ognition “that probability is the basis of the persuasive art” (em- 
phasis in original). For Corbett, as for Aristotle, rhetoric’s 
dependence on probability is not, as Plato had insisted, a defect; 
it is instead a significant and defining characteristic of rhetoric 
(540). And it is precisely this emphasis on probability that allows 
Corbett to make the important move away from the prevailing 
emphasis on logical appeals and toward an approach that stresses 
the necessary interrelationship of ethical, pathetic, and logical 
appeals. 

The conception of classical rhetoric featured in the survey is 
echoed throughout the textbook. Distinctive features include a 
clear move away from the four-modes approach, a stress on the 
probable and contingent nature of rhetorical argument, a detailed 
discussion of invention, and an integrated presentation of the 
three types of appeals. Unlike Hughes and Duhamel, Bilsky, or 
Weaver, all of whom valorize logical appeals and either ignore or 
strongly criticize ethical and pathetic ones, Corbett clearly ar- 
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gues for the existence, importance, and interdependence of all 
three. Corbett’s text does show a preference for logical appeals 
as the mainstay of any argument (20), does argue that it would 
be preferable if all persuasion took place through appeals to rea- 
son (80), and does devote significantly more text space to ap- 
peals to reason than to the other two.^ Nevertheless, as Berlin 
has noted, Corbett is alone in the period in consistently empha- 
sizing the necessary reliance of all argument on all three types of 
appeals and thus providing “a holistic response to experience” 
{Rhetoric 157). 

Corbett’s treatment of logical and ethical appeals nicely il- 
lustrates the way in which his text both reflects preceding work 
and begins to move beyond it. Corbett’s extensive treatment of 
logical appeals, and several explicit statements that he prefers 
them, firmly position the text within the context and tradition of 
prior work. At the same time, Corbett’s discussions of ethos, pa- 
thos, and logos are strikingly different from related discussions 
in prior texts and scholarship and much more closely reflective 
of Aristotle’s presentation of the three types of appeals in the 
Rhetoric. In the American scholarship focusing on the Rhetoric 
that preceded Corbett’s text, only McBurney (“Some Recent,” 
“Place”), Bryant, and Grimaldi had presented similar character- 
izations. In the discussion of the ethical appeal, Corbett parallels 
Aristotle on a number of points: the assertion that ethical ap- 
peals “can be the most effective” type, especially with regard to 
“matters about which absolute certainty is impossible and opin- 
ions are divided”; the importance of ethical appeals in delibera- 
tive rhetoric; the insistence that ethical appeals should have their 
effect “through the speech itself” rather than through prior knowl- 
edge of the speakers or their reputations; and discussions of the 
ethical appeals in relation to both arrangement and style. 

The discussion of emotional appeals is somewhat less depen- 
dent on Aristotle and relies more heavily on ideas drawn from 
Campbell and Whately. To the Aristotelian perspective that emo- 
tional appeals are integral and necessary parts of all persuasion, 
Corbett adds the faculty psychology view that emotional appeals 
influence the will, logical appeals influence reason, and the two 
act in tandem to produce both reasoned assent and emotional 
willingness to act in accordance with that assent. Corbett’s ap- 
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proach is particularly noteworthy for its calm insistence that 
“[t]here is nothing necessarily reprehensible about being moved 
to action through our emotions; in fact, it is perfectly normal” 
(86). Like Aristotle, Campbell, and Whately, and unlike much of 
the preceding work that valorized logic, Corbett accepts and even 
champions the ethical and emotional as necessary parts of hu- 
man nature and thus of all discourse. 

Corbett’s treatment of enthymemes and syllogisms shows a 
similarly distinct mixture of reliance on prior scholarship and a 
return to specifically Aristotelian concepts. Corbett presents the 
enthymeme as both an “abbreviated syllogism” (7, 62) in the 
tradition of prior texts and as “a deductive argument based on 
probable premises” defined as both “what usually or generally 
happens but also . . . what people believe to be true” (63). He 
clearly distinguishes between syllogisms and enthymemes on the 
basis of the nature of their premises (absolute vs. contingent) and 
conclusions (necessary vs. probable) but, significantly, presents 
both syllogisms and enthymemes as working on the same general 
pattern and principles. 

In sum, Corbett’s presentation of classical rhetoric is both 
strongly dependent on a range of preceding scholarship on 
Aristotle’s Rhetoric and distinct from the logic-centered view of 
classical rhetoric presented in other composition texts of the pe- 
riod that drew on classical rhetoric for at least part of their frame- 
work. 

Corbetfs Pedagogy 

While Corbett’s representation of classical rhetoric breaks with 
prior work in significant ways, his pedagogy is squarely in the 
tradition of preceding textbooks on both composition and rhe- 
torical criticism. The relationship is particularly marked in 
Corbett’s approach to invention and his very narrow and limited 
treatment of purpose, audience, and context as factors affecting 
discourse. The most striking resemblances involve Corbett’s con- 
sistent focus on texts as products that package what a writer has 
previously determined to say and his cursory treatment of both 
the situations in which texts function and the relationships be- 
tween writers and their audiences (McNally). 
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In view of both Corbett’s comments on audience and context 
in “The Usefulness of Classical Rhetoric” and his strong state- 
ment in the textbook itself that rhetoric concerns “a specific kind 
of discourse directed to a definite audience for a particular pur- 
pose” (32), his treatment of purpose, context, and audience is 
puzzlingly limited. Although Corbett refers approvingly to 
Aristotle’s “stress on the audience as the chief informing prin- 
ciple in persuasive discourse” (540), the text actually includes 
little specific discussion of audience or audience differences and 
how these might affect a writer’s options and choices. Corbett’s 
virtual silence on this point leads to an inference that all audi- 
ences are basically alike, an inference supported by his comment 
that “rhetoric is the practical art by which we learn how to ma- 
nipulate all the available means of persuading a large, heteroge- 
neous, perhaps uneducated audience” (39). Throughout the text, 
Corbett assumes that all rhetorical audiences are equivalent and 
that the choice of approach is governed more by the subject mat- 
ter and the writer’s point of view than by audience or purpose. 
The approach is ultimately audience- or writer-centered rather 
than reader-centered. 

Purpose is addressed only broadly in terms of the writer’s 
general aim of gaining acceptance for a given thesis or proposal. 
One explanation for this broad treatment may lie in Corbett’s 
adoption of Aristotle’s three types of persuasive discourse — de- 
liberative, forensic, and epideictic — as a “well-nigh exhaustive” 
(28) classification of the purposes of discourse and thus presum- 
ably a sufficient definition of purpose. Corbett’s limited approach 
to purpose is typified in the section on the special topics, which 
Corbett argues are valuable to composition because “once the 
student has determined which of the three kinds of rhetorical 
discourse he is committed to, he knows immediately what his 
general objective is and also the more or less special kinds of 
arguments that he must pursue to attain his objective” (133). A 
similarly broad treatment of purpose is obvious in the analyses 
of sample readings provided as exemplars for students to follow. 
In these analyses, purpose is handled simply by labeling the type 
of rhetoric involved in a manner that closely resembles the tech- 
niques of neo-Aristotelian rhetorical criticism. The first edition 
of Corbett’s text surprisingly did not even include explanatory 
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headnotes on the authors or contexts for each reading/ A final 
telling point is that the index includes no listings for ‘‘purpose,” 
“aim,” “context,” “situation,” or related terms. 

Throughout the text, Corbett focuses on the activity of the 
rhetor and very specifically on the activity of a student writer. 
This emphasis might lead one to expect at least some emphasis 
on invention, but such discussion is oddly limited. Nowhere is 
this more marked than in the five-page section on discovery of 
arguments that begins with a section on formulating a thesis. 
This section is the closest Corbett comes to outlining any proce- 
dures for beginning a composition, but his inventional focus is 
clearly limited by the precedent of current-traditional pedagogy. 
The student writer, who is assumed to have a “subject” in mind, 
is directed to use status theory as a quick method for defining a 
specific thesis about that subject in one declarative sentence. There 
is no discussion of how the writer is to come to the conclusion or 
how it may be developed or modified in the process of develop- 
ing an argument to support it. Further, neither purpose nor con- 
text nor audience is mentioned as a factor that might influence 
the formulation of a thesis and its development or potential ef- 
fectiveness. 

Berlin attributes Corbett’s limited view of invention to an 
underlying positivist philosophy (“Contemporary,” Rhetoric). 
Lauer, I suspect, comes closer to the mark when she notes the 
strong influence of the current-traditional approach on Corbett’s 
text. Corbett, Lauer argues, follows current-traditional precedent, 
which “sees the exploratory act of invention as coming into play 
after the writer has a judgment” (132). This approach “leaves 
the discovery of the thesis to other arts like dialectic or to the 
writer’s unaided talents” and thus focuses on developing mate- 
rial to support an already determined conclusion. Although the 
current-traditional approach is, as Berlin has effectively argued, 
strongly grounded in a positivist philosophy, I suspect, along with 
Lauer, that it is the influence of precedents provided by current- 
traditional pedagogy rather than a strong acceptance of a posi- 
tivist philosophy that is responsible for Corbett’s approach. I see 
this as a defensible position because Corbett so strongly embraces 
Aristotle’s grounding distinction that rhetoric is a necessary art 
distinct from logic and dialectic precisely because so many as- 
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pects of human experience fall within the realm of the contingent 
rather than that of the absolutely provable. 

From the perspective of the new millennium, one can easily 
find problems in both Corbett’s pedagogy and his representation 
of classical rhetoric, but it is important to view Corbett’s text 
from the standpoint of its distinctiveness and importance in 1965 
and within English studies. Quite simply, Corbett provided the 
fullest explanation of classical and Aristotelian rhetoric directed 
to scholars and teachers in English studies at the time and one 
which stressed important features of classical rhetoric that had 
been obscured or distorted in preceding work. Corbett’s text is 
particularly notable for its strong assertions that rhetoric is a 
learnable and teachable “art,” that it involves situations in which 
probable rather than certain knowledge is all that is possible, 
and that this dependency on probability is a defining characteris- 
tic of rhetoric rather than a lamentable flaw. Additionally, 
Corbett’s conception of classical rhetoric is important for its in- 
sistence that logical, ethical, and emotional appeals are mutually 
necessary and interdependent components of all persuasive dis- 
course. Einally, it must be noted that Corbett’s text, in conjunc- 
tion with related scholarship, introduced students and scholars 
within English who had little prior exposure to classical rhetoric 
to a conceptual vocabulary that provided a lingua franca, allow- 
ing detailed and technical discussion of discourse to develop. 

Of the small group of scholars in English discussing classical 
rhetoric in any detail in the period under examination, Corbett 
comes closest to providing a useful combination of theory and 
method. Even he ultimately falls short, however, because he pre- 
sents classical rhetoric as a closed system applicable to a rela- 
tively narrow range of discourse and provides a severely limited 
view of invention. An additional shortcoming is that his peda- 
gogy emphasizes analysis rather than production. Corbett pro- 
vides little to no guidance on how to use rhetoric productively, 
an obviously crucial need in writing instruction. A final, and per- 
haps critical, problem is that Corbett’s text pays only passing 
attention to situational factors that give rise to discourse and 
thus tends to present rhetoric as an arhetorical, presentational 
art rather than a purpose-directed use of language within specific 
situations. Corbett has surely done the most to introduce classi- 
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cal rhetoric to a generation of scholars through his teaching, text, 
and publications, but his textbook serves ultimately more as an 
introduction to the features of Aristotelian rhetoric as filtered 
through neo-Aristotelian rhetorical criticism and current-tradi- 
tional rhetoric than as either a full explanation of classical or 
Aristotelian rhetoric or a text on writing instruction. In short, if 
we look at the situation of the 1950s and early 1960s in English 
as one of a problem looking for a solution, it is quite clear why 
classical rhetoric as presented in the writing textbooks of the 
period would not have been seen as providing a usable or appro- 
priate solution. 



Observations on Textbooks and the 
Revival of Classical Rhetoric 

Both Berlin (“Revisionary”) and Atwill have recently argued that 
the failure of scholars in English to produce a usable combina- 
tion of rhetorical theory and practical pedagogy in the 1960s 
was the direct result of their preoccupation with establishing a 
disciplinary grounding for writing instruction. Berlin makes the 
general argument that this search for disciplinary grounding led 
to a treatment of rhetoric as intellectual history and theory rather 
than as a situated use of language arising from specific material 
and social practices (“Revisionary” 135-36). Atwill argues a simi- 
lar point with specific reference to Grimaldi’s interpretation of 
Aristotle’s Rhetoric. According to Atwill, Aristotle presented 
rhetoric primarily as a productive rather than a theoretical art, 
but a hegemonic push for disciplinarity, coupled with disciplin- 
ary disdain for mere practice and production, led scholars such 
as Grimaldi to represent the Rhetoric as strongly philosophical 
so that it might be claimed as an appropriate theoretical basis for 
a discipline. 

While disciplinary concerns were evident features of the re- 
vival of interest in rhetoric in the early 1960s, I doubt that Atwill 
is correct in her judgment that the theoretical “bias” she observes 
in Grimaldi’s work is broadly responsible for a deliberate neglect 
of method and pedagogy, especially in works such as the text- 
books examined in this study. In view of the nature of the pre- 
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ceding scholarship, it seems more likely that a plausible reason 
for the lack of specific attention to production was quite simply 
a combination of the influence of the preceding scholarship that 
was Corbett’s and other scholars’ main source of information on 
classical rhetoric and the textbook writers’ own prior training 
and interests. The speech communication scholarship on which 
Corbett strongly relies, for example, tends to use Aristotelian 
rhetoric as a framework for critical analysis of existing texts rather 
than as a guide to the invention and production of new discourse. 
Thus it provides few precedents for a useful writing pedagogy. 
When scholars such as Hughes and Corbett, strongly sympathetic 
to classical rhetoric and strongly interested in reviving it as a 
resource for contemporary theory and practice, attempt to trans- 
late their interest into instructional texts, they are, I would ar- 
gue, more hampered by a combination of their own knowledge 
and training and the characteristics of the source texts upon which 
they draw than by specific intent to promote disciplinary inter- 
ests. 

Finally, however, it is important to emphasize that neither 
Bilsky nor Weaver nor Hughes and Duhamel nor Corbett suc- 
ceeded in providing the necessary combination of a full and rel- 
evant theory and a specific method or pedagogy that would have 
been needed to make classical rhetoric a viable foundation for 
writing instruction. Despite this lack, the texts are important for 
what they do introduce to composition studies. The texts are 
also important for what they illustrate about the essential con- 
servatism of textbooks and the ways in which this conservatism 
affected early efforts to reintroduce classical rhetoric into writ- 
ing instruction. This conservatism is important because, as 
Applebee succinctly argues, “textbooks are in charge of training 
writing teachers before they teach the students” (127). Thus the 
representations of classical rhetoric instantiated in textbooks have 
the potential to be immediately and perhaps ultimately more in- 
fluential than the theories upon which they are based. 
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Notes 



1. In the period from 1950 to 1965, PMLA published only three rel- 
evant articles: Wayne Booth’s 1965 “The Revival of Rhetoric,” a tran- 
script of a talk Booth delivered at the MLA convention in 1964, and 
articles by Keniston and Wimsatt that draw on Highet’s strong rejec- 
tion of the classical tradition and offer similar rejections of Aristotelian 
rhetoric as overly narrow, logical, and outdated. Of the 612 articles 
with a focus on rhetoric or composition published in CCC and CE from 
1950 to 1965, only 40 (roughly 7 percent) included content in what 
Virginia Burke (1965) disparagingly referred to as the “hucksterism” of 
using concepts related to classical rhetoric (Young and Goggin). Fur- 
ther, more than a few of these 40 articles engage the term rhetoric as an 
enticement to potential readers rather than as an accurate description 
of the content of the article. When I examined these 40 items (along 
with all other articles published in these journals in the period) with the 
goal of locating articles with a substantive focus on classical rhetoric, 
whether positive or negative, the set of relevant articles shrank to 16. 
Further detail and analysis can be found in Schnakenberg. 

2. In making this point, Bilsky discusses making a choice between the 
words nigger and Negro. He recommends avoiding nigger because “the 
connotations — the feelings it would arouse” would be more likely to 
incite action rather than convey information. Negro is defined as “the 
more neutral term” and recommended as more appropriate because it 
conveys information without provoking feeling. 

3. Current scholars explicitly acknowledging Corbett as their introduc- 
tion to classical rhetoric include, as one might expect, many who stud- 
ied with him: Sharon Crowley, Robert Connors, Andrea Lunsford, Lisa 
Ede, and Winifred Horner. Given that one of the reasons the second 
edition was published in 1971 was a recognition that the text was being 
used in graduate level courses in rhetoric (Corbett, Classical), it seems 
likely that Connors in Selected Essays and Berlin in Rhetoric are accu- 
rate in their similar assessments that Corbett was the most influential 
spokesperson for the revival of classical rhetoric writing in the 1960s. 

4. The characterization of Aristotle as the center of classical rhetoric is 
not unique to this item in Corbett’s impressive list of scholarship but 
appears consistently throughout his works. At various times, Corbett 
refers to Aristotle as, for example, the “fountainhead” (“Usefulness”), 
the “originator” (“Rhetoric”), and the “underpinning” (“Changing”) 
of classical rhetoric. 
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5. Corbett is quoting the first page (xvii) of the introduction to Cooper’s 
translation. Corbett acknowledges Cooper as the source but does not 
supply the specific reference. 

6. Corbett’s preference for logical argument is evident in a number of 
features of his text, beginning with the discussion of ethos, pathos, and 
logos in relation to a passage from the Iliad in the first chapter. In this 
discussion, Corbett argues that logical arguments are generally tried 
first, but if these fail, we then attempt to move our audiences by appeal- 
ing to their emotions or by relying on the strength of our character as 
presented in the discourse (20). This preference for logical argument is 
carried throughout the text. The main section on the appeal to reason 
covers forty text pages, for example, while only six pages are devoted to 
the ethical appeal and eight to the emotional appeal. Additionally, the 
bulk of the forty-eight-page section on the common and special topics 
focuses on using the topics in logical argument. Exceptions here include 
the eight-page section on testimony, including a discussion of authority, 
testimonial, statistics, and maxim, all of which rely wholly or partly on 
ethical appeals, and scattered comments on the emotional appeal in 
relation to the topics. It is important to note, however, that Corbett 
does define the topics as a method “to aid the speaker in discovering 
matter for the three modes of appeal” (24). 

7. Headnotes providing some contextual information for each reading 
were added to the 1971 second edition. 
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I n 1970, Richard Young described rhetoric as a “need in search 
of a discipline” (8). The book Rhetoric: Discovery and Change, 
which he wrote with Alton L. Becker and Kenneth L. Pike and 
from which that quotation comes, marked a turning point not 
only in the profession but in my own life as well. I did not have a 
doctorate at that time, and I was acutely conscious of my need to 
know more. I knew from my background in teaching composi- 
tion that I was vitally interested in language — how we use lan- 
guage and how we are used by language — but how I might fulfill 
this need was still vague — until I read Rhetoric: Discovery and 
Change, The book literally changed my life. The authors visual- 
ized the domain of rhetoric as a “study embracing phonetics, 
grammar, the process of cognition, language acquisition, percep- 
tion, social relations, stylistics and logic,” and they concluded 
this comprehensive list with “and so on” (1). To that book they 
brought their combined knowledge of rhetoric, philosophy, and 
linguistics. They criticized the old rhetoric as representing “the 
control of one human being by another”(7). Finally, they called 
for a new rhetoric that “has as its goal not skillful verbal coer- 
cion but discussion and exchange of ideas” (8). That phrase is 
double underlined in my copy. I subsequently entered the gradu- 
ate program at the University of Michigan and worked with all 
three authors. That book and their teaching molded my ideas, 
my studies, and my future research and writing. 



WINIFRED BRYAN HORNER 



In that program, I received a thorough grounding in classical 
rhetorics, and I early learned to shape my thinking about the 
processes of speaking/writing and reading/listening within the 
boundaries of an expanding rhetoric. I felt then that my ideas on 
language were not only not confined by the parameters of rheto- 
ric but were in fact enlarged and amplified by the precepts. 
Kathleen Welch argues that classical rhetoric is “the most com- 
plete critical system for the analysis and production of discourse” 
(3). Throughout my studies, I have found this to be true. The five 
offices of the ancient system — sometimes termed faculties, func- 
tions, or parts of rhetoric — were invention, arrangement, style, 
memory, and delivery.^ Through the centuries, rhetoric has shifted 
its emphasis from one office to another in response to its cultural 
milieu. Always sensitive to popular needs, rhetoric in the classi- 
cal world was embedded in the politics of the day and served as 
instruction in the art of persuasive speech making. There were 
two roads to power in that world. One was military prowess; the 
other was eloquence. Training in rhetoric was the key to the sec- 
ond. Both were embodied in the life and works of Cicero. In the 
medieval world, rhetoric was revived by St. Augustine as a per- 
suasive vehicle for the sermon. As rhetoric shifted its emphasis to 
the analysis of texts in the English Renaissance, style, with its 
endless figures of speech, became dominant, and in the eighteenth 
century, when proper speech became a rung on the ladder of up- 
ward mobility in a society that allowed such movement, style, 
renamed elocution, rose to dominance. Finally, in the late eigh- 
teenth century and early nineteenth century, in what many schol- 
ars term the period of the demise of rhetoric, the five offices were 
reduced to style and arrangement, and their connection with an 
ancient comprehensive system was obscured through new termi- 
nology and a desire on the part of scholars to divorce themselves 
from the increasingly trivial study of elocution. Rhetoric went 
underground and was lost to serious scholars until the middle of 
the twentieth century when language researchers, especially com- 
position scholars, began to explore their roots. Richard Young 
was preeminent among those twentieth-century pioneers. 

In conversations with Young while we were designing my 
program, he told me of his interest in invention, the first office of 
rhetoric, which he felt had been unduly ignored in modern com- 
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position. He argued for the revival of invention as an aid to writ- 
ers. The ancient art of invention was the discovery of arguments 
through the examination of topics best known to composition 
instructors today as the familiar comparison/contrast, definition, 
cause and effect — methods newly employed to organize para- 
graphs or whole papers. Invention also included the familiar set 
of questions developed by Hermagoras and enlarged by Cicero 
of who, where, what, why, and how — questions familiar to mod- 
ern journalists and fundamental to stasis theory.^ In subsequent 
articles and conference papers. Young developed the idea of in- 
vention. It began to surface in composition texts as “prewriting” — 
and later in a number of forms with such names as freewriting, 
journaling, listing, and questioning.^ Today, invention, under its 
altered nomenclature, has its place in every modern composition 
text. But while reinventing invention. Young continued to mini- 
mize memory and delivery. He devotes one short paragraph to 
both in his 1970 book with Becker and Pike. 

Memory, the art of committing the speech to memory by vari- 
ous mnemonic devices, and delivery, an art akin to acting, were 
essential to rhetoric as a spoken art. As the importance of the 
written word increased . . . the importance of memory and 
delivery as rhetorical disciplines diminished. (5) 

This represents for me an uncharacteristic closed-mindedness 
about the expansiveness of rhetoric. In the twenty-first century, 
it is necessary to think of rhetoric as the production and analysis 
of discourse — both spoken and written — and as the broad dis- 
course of the computer that produces a mixture of images, sounds, 
and print in a rapidly developing new technology that has only 
begun to unfold. As the possibilities for communication continue 
to increase, our rhetorical concepts need also to expand. If our 
concepts begin to cramp our thinking and fail to fit around the 
expanding technology, time then to discard them like outdated 
clothes that no longer fit the growing child. My argument in this 
article is that memory and delivery are two offices of rhetoric 
that need to be revived and enlarged to serve the rhetoric of the 
twenty-first century. Following in the intellectual tradition of 
Richard Young, who reinvented invention for the twentieth cen- 
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tury, it is time for scholars to reinvent memory and delivery for 
the twenty-first/ 

As we consider memory and delivery in the light of modern 
technology, we need to remind ourselves of Walter Ong’s insis- 
tence that writing was the first technology and that computers 
are only a new step that follows in the tradition of that first tech- 
nology. In 1982 he wrote: 

Plato was thinking of writing as an external, alien technology 
as many people today think of the computer. Because we have 
today so deeply interiorized writing, made it so much a part of 
ourselves ... we find it difficult to consider writing to be a 
technology as we commonly assume printing and the computer 
to be. (81) 

Writing — the encoding of ideas in a second symbol set — is only 
five thousand years old — a comparatively short span in the his- 
tory of the world. In classical times, knowing how to read and 
write was knowing a technology that did not necessarily ensure 
literacy since reading aloud was common and most writing was 
dictated to a scribe — again aloud. Cicero apologized to a friend 
for not having answered his letter sooner and gave as his excuse 
a persistent case of laryngitis. So a person might participate in 
literacy without understanding the details of the technology of 
writing. The scribe understood the technology, but Cicero was 
literate. The early churchmen made a clear distinction between 
legere as reading and intellegere as understanding. Reading, like 
writing, was the mastery of a technology, but understanding was 
the mark of the literate man, usually a member of the clergy. 

Through the Middle Ages, writing was dictation, and the ars 
dictaminis was the art that governed the skill. The scribe or clerk 
was only the medium between the individual and the written word. 
In much the same way, the twentieth-century executive who dic- 
tated to a skilled secretary may have had little knowledge of spell- 
ing and sentence structure and even less of typing and word 
processing and was in some ways, though literate, still divorced 
from the technologies of writing and the computer. Writing was 
the medium as the computer is the medium today. 

The printing press more than any other factor facilitated the 
development of this early technology, but Gutenberg, credited 
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with the invention of print, found his public loath to abandon 
medieval manuscripts, and his early printing efforts were ham- 
pered by attempts to imitate the cursive writing of medieval manu- 
scripts. In the same way, computer operators eschew justifying 
margins in an effort to cling to the old typewriter style that was 
technologically unable to achieve such margins. 

Writing, like computers, was distrusted from the beginning, 
first by Plato who, ironically, framed his objections in writing. 
The early church fathers guarded access to the Bible and insisted 
on the need for scriptural interpretation through church “les- 
sons” and “homiletics.” The common person was denied access 
to the technology through which they might gain access to the 
scriptures, and the protestant movement was largely a protest of 
this fact. John Wycliffe, a member of the Lollards and the first 
translator of the Bible into English, was hanged in the fourteenth 
century. His chief crime was translating the Bible into the ver- 
nacular language of the people, thus making it accessible. 

Like all technologies, writing was regarded with grave suspi- 
cion from the beginning — a suspicion that continues to the present 
day in the widespread distrust of signing documents and the fear 
of “putting it in writing.” Many slave owners in the nineteenth- 
century United States evidenced the same attitude in forbidding 
their slaves access to instruction in reading and writing. A num- 
ber of religions regard writing as an inappropriate medium for 
the word of God. In Paul’s letter to the Corinthians, he warned 
that “the letter killeth, but the spirit giveth life,” and the word is 
written “not in ink, but with the spirit of the living God; not in 
tablets of stone, but in fleshy tables of the heart” (2 Cor. 3.3). In 
the first half of the nineteenth century, the same sentiment is ex- 
pressed by Chief Cobb of the Choctaw tribe: “The Great Spirit 
talks. We hear him in the thunder, in the sound of the wind, and 
in the water. He never writes” (qtd. in Pattison 37). 

Writing did not in fact become deeply interiorized until the 
nineteenth or twentieth century. For centuries after the advent of 
writing and the invention of print. Western culture was still basi- 
cally oral, and as late as the seventeenth century most of the popu- 
lation was illiterate. When scholars wrote and read, they did it 
aloud — hence the word carrel — from the Latin for “chorus” — 
for the library study. Accounts were audited — literally read 
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aloud — not scanned visually as they are today. The skill of writ- 
ing was limited to only a small proportion of society. Today there 
is a gray area between the oral and the written in computer tech- 
nology. What has happened to letter writing with e-mail? Some 
scholars argue that it marks a revival of writing; others see it as 
closer to the spontaneity of speaking. How do we handle the 
written words that the computer turns into sound? Stephen Hawk- 
ing is able to lecture at Cambridge University only because of the 
new technology. How will we handle the voice-activated tech- 
nology that will turn the sound of our voices into written lan- 
guage, a development promised for the near future? 

Certainly, the difficulties connected with writing slowed its 
acceptance. Writers using clay bricks and animal skin with hair 
still clinging to the edges and working with horns, quills, or 
brushes were not inclined to be prolific. The process was tedious 
and laborious and best entrusted to scribes. Today, as the use of 
the computer spreads in Western cultures, the technology of the 
computer is being interiorized in the same way that writing was 
interiorized but at a much faster rate. Already many colleges are 
using the Internet for research, finding it cheaper than maintain- 
ing large library holdings, while students find it far more acces- 
sible than print books and journals. Children with their agile 
minds are interiorizing computer technology at a speed that of- 
ten leaves adults far behind. A program in Missouri uses elemen- 
tary school children to teach adults how to use the Internet. Many 
of us regard these innovations with suspicion and fear, and our 
feelings are sometimes expressed on the computer, as Plato’s ob- 
jections to writing were expressed in print. But as the 
interiorization of the new technology moves ahead, how ought 
we as scholars to approach it? What questions should we ask? 
How finally do we expand our concept of rhetoric, and particu- 
larly of memory and delivery, to consider the ramifications of the 
new technology? 

In the ancient texts, memory was an important part of rheto- 
ric. Frances Yates, in her comprehensive work on memory, at- 
tests to the importance that Plato, Aristotle, Cicero, and Quintilian 
all attributed to memory. It was regarded as “the noblest of the 
canons, the basis for the rest” (Carruthers 9). It was also regarded 
as a mental exercise that could and should be cultivated. Memory 
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was internal, contained within the mind. Long orations had to 
be memorized, and orators, who had no teleprompters, needed 
to have information ready to insert when necessary, in the same 
way that debators today have card files carefully prepared. In the 
De Oratore^ Cicero tells the story of Simonides of Ceos who, 
after reciting a poem at a banquet, was called outside. While 
Simonides was outside, the roof of the banquet hall collapsed, 
killing the guests, who were mangled beyond recognition. The 
mythical story states that Simonides was able to identify the bod- 
ies by recalling who had been sitting where at the banquet. Thus 
the ancient art of memory developed as loci or ‘‘places” that 
were used as mnemonic devices. Yates cites the methods outlined 
in the Ad Herennium and suggests that these methods might well 
“belong to a world which is impossible for us to understand” (12). 

According to the early writers retention and retrieval are stimu- 
lated best by visual means, and the visual form of sense percep- 
tion is what gives stability and permanence to memory storage. 
They do not talk of “auditory memory” or “tactile memory” 
as distinct from “visual memory” as the moderns do. (17) 

The ancient rhetoricians speak consistently of images that can be 
“seen” and “scanned” by the “eye of the mind” (17). Mary 
Carruthers cites the 1968 study of A. R. Luria, a neuropsycholo- 
gist who reports on a professional “Mnemonist,” a performing 
memory artist, whom he studied over a thirty-year period. The 
memory artist relied on visual images that in his mind he placed 
on a familiar street or in a room and held them “in precise detail 
in his memory” (75). The mnemonist had no professional train- 
ing and no knowledge of the rhetorician’s complex memory sys- 
tems, but he relied entirely on visual images and “places” on 
which to superimpose the images, a method familiar to the an- 
cient and medieval rhetoricians. Memory was a cultivated inter- 
nal art. 

Today memory has become external as we rely on the cul- 
tural memory outside of our own minds stored in books and 
more and more commonly on the Internet. We refer to these elec- 
tronic places as “sites,” and they are often marked with images 
or icons. Rather than storing memories in our minds, we store 
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them on Internet sites enhanced with visual, auditory, and writ- 
ten images. Today we do not train our minds to remember but 
instead enhance our skills in retrieving and evaluating the huge 
storehouse of electronic memory. So the fourth office of rhetoric 
is revived today through the modern technology that is increas- 
ingly available to us. 

Plato was the first to connect writing with memory— an idea 
that was ignored through the centuries of orality. He objected to 
writing on the grounds that it would “produce forgetfulness” 
and that those who learn it “will not need to exercise their memo- 
ries, being able to rely on what is written” (275). Hieronimo 
Squarciafico criticized print in much the same way in 1477 when 
he argued “that the abundance of books makes men less studi- 
ous; it destroys memory and enfeebles the mind by relieving it of 
too much work” (qtd. in Ong 80). These same sentiments are 
echoed today in criticisms of pocket calculators and computers. 
But Plato could not have envisioned that human memories would 
be replaced by powerful technological external memories in books, 
libraries, and finally in the huge computer databases that can 
store the memory of a culture. With the first technology, his- 
tory — the cultural memory — began, and memory in the limited 
internal sense was permanently altered. 

Just as Plato recognized the first technology as altering the 
rhetorical memory, he also foresaw the effect of writing on the 
fifth canon, delivery. 

Writing, you know, Phaedrus, has this strange quality about it, 
which makes it really like painting; the painter’s products stand 
before us quite as though they were alive; but if you question 
them, they maintain a solemn silence. So, too, with written 
words; you might think they spoke as though they made sense, 
but if you ask them anything about what they are saying, if 
you wish an explanation, they go on telling you the same thing, 
over and over forever. Once a thing is put in writing, it rolls 
about all over the place, falling into the hands of those who 
have no concern with it just as easily as under the notice of 
those who comprehend. (275) 

The importance of these prophetic words has still to be fully un- 
derstood. In Plato’s day, a scroll “rolled.” Today we have words. 
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images, and sounds traveling into outer space, bouncing off of 
satellites and back again — separated from the speaker or the 
writer. Whereas Quintilian worried about the drape of the toga 
during delivery, whereas elocutionists worried about the timbre 
of the voice or the facial expression, words and sounds come to 
us today via the Internet — disembodied and anonymous. 

Plato compares written words to the seed of the farmer who 
fails to care where he plants his crop or to take pleasure in his 
harvest. Plato’s misgivings have proved prophetic in ways he could 
never have imagined with the spread of writing, the advent of 
print, the interiorization of reading and writing, and the modern 
development of other technologies to record and preserve the 
auditory message, the visual image, and the written word. Other 
scholars have considered the effects of writing on cultures and 
on the human consciousness, but few have given thought to the 
serious and far-reaching consequences of technology on delivery. 
A number of scholars have treated computer delivery in terms of 
graphics, desktop publishing, and print fonts, rendering the fifth 
canon trivial and unimportant. But they have missed the big pic- 
ture by ignoring the messenger behind the message. 

What Plato could not foresee is that technology would intro- 
duce a new dimension to human communication in this divorce 
of the speaker from the text. This separation began with the in- 
troduction of writing, continued to have even more widespread 
effects with printing, and continues into the modern age of com- 
puter technology. Modern technology is not revolutionizing lan- 
guage; it is merely continuing the revolution begun many centuries 
ago by writing. 

In ancient oral societies, before writing, speakers were physi- 
cally attached to their words, and the audience consisted of those 
people within reach of the orators’ voices. Speakers and orators 
could not be separated from what they said. They had to stand 
behind their utterances — quite literally. The speaker was always 
present in the rhetorical act, and the orator’s character and repu- 
tation all added to the credence of the words — or not, as the case 
might be. 

Today we appear to be completely comfortable with reading 
a text in a book or on a computer screen or hearing a recording 
of a text that was written or spoken by a person separated from 
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us by many years and thousands of miles. The voices of dead 
writers speak with great eloquence in their disembodied texts. 
Our computer screen speaks to us, and we are becoming more 
and more comfortable with only the voice of the computer or the 
Internet to deliver the message. 

This separation of speakers from their texts became well es- 
tablished in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, resulting in 
the copyright laws that developed during this period. As soon as 
the text became a permanent thing distinct from its author — 
transmitted to paper, bound between covers, and widely dissemi- 
nated through print, a thing that can be picked up, put on a 
shelf, or given to a friend — as soon as this happened, the text 
became a piece of property, and legal matters came into ques- 
tion. Who owned this property, this collection of sounds? The 
person who held it in her hand? The person who has it on his 
shelf? The person who wrote it? Copyright laws are the author’s 
way of trying to keep control over this text now contained in a 
book, an article, a tape, a computer disk, or a Web page. In Plato’s 
metaphor, it is the farmer trying to keep control of his harvest. In 
the Middle Ages, stories and songs were borrowed freely — often 
with no acknowledgment; the oral tradition belonged to every- 
one. But by the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, written and 
recorded language, separated from its author, became a valuable 
property protected by complex copyright laws. 

Copyright laws are still in the making, as authors and pub- 
lishers struggle to retain control of their texts as computers make 
them instantly available to anyone with access to the Internet. 
The laws are still struggling with the complexities of the new 
technology as words, sounds, and images escape their authors 
and as information on computers becomes something that can 
be shared, borrowed, or stolen, moving around at a far greater 
speed than Plato’s scrolls. 

In the twenty-first century, delivery is far more than the drap- 
ing of the toga; it is far more than voice and gestures; it is far 
more than graphics — finally, delivery is concerned with the mes- 
senger behind the message. Who or what is speaking? How can I 
judge the message until I know the messenger? This is the con- 
cern for those of us teaching delivery in the twenty-first century. 
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In the complexities of modern technology, the external 
memory becomes blended with invention, the exploration of a 
subject, while delivery becomes mixed with ethos, the character 
of the speaker, as we search in vain for the messenger behind the 
message. In rethinking the canons of memory and delivery, there 
are no answers — only questions. But these are questions we need 
to ask as we try to keep up with the pace of technology. We need 
to explore the new discourse of the twenty-first century. Today 
we have an opportunity through modern technology to create 
and participate in the enlarged rhetoric that Richard Young visu- 
alized over twenty-five years ago — a true rhetoric for the “dis- 
cussion and exchange of ideas” (Young, Becker, and Pike 8). But 
before we can reclaim this rhetoric, we need to be aware of how 
to use the vast resources of modern technology and not be used 
by its endless possibilities for manipulation. 



Notes 



1. The Greek names for these parts are eloquent testimony to the status 
of rhetoric in popular culture today. Known in Greek as heurisis^ taxis^ 
lexis^ mneme, and hypocrisis, we have the modern English derivatives 
of heuristics, taxonomy, lexicon, mnemonics, and hypocrisy. So deliv- 
ery becomes hypocrisy, and rhetoric itself, in the dictionary definition, 
becomes “empty and insincere speech.” 

2. In my book Rhetoric in the Classical Tradition, a textbook for stu- 
dents, I extended the stasis theory as a method of exploring a subject, 
drawing on the work of Professor Katherine Raign, a former student. 

3. D. Gordon Rohman probably first coined the term prewriting in his 
1965 article in College Composition and Communication. 

4. Frederick Reynolds edited a 1993 collection of articles on memory 
and delivery that was the first treatment of the subject in the context of 
twentieth-century rhetoric. 
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hen I was an NEH Fellow (1978-79) studying rhetorical 



invention with Richard Young, I inquired one day about 
the differences between a heuristic procedure and an aleatory 
procedure and specifically asked for examples of the latter. Rich- 
ard made the distinction very clear and gave me a couple of ex- 
amples of aleatory procedures. He also directed me to his colleague 
Herbert Simon, the cognitive psychologist and economist. 

At the time, there was really little information in rhetoric 
and composition on aleatory procedures. Every attempt in rela- 
tion to the new rhetoric was to break away from algorithmic 
(rule-governed) procedures in favor of heuristics that were being 
developed by and borrowed from cognitive psychologists. Rhe- 
torical invention was being returned to the canon of composition 
studies, and its reinclusion was touted as part of the paradigm 
shift from product to process theory and pedagogy (Young, “Para- 
digms”). To be sure, there were clashes of opinion about bor- 
rowing from cognitive psychology (e.g., between Lauer and 
BerthofP ), but it appeared at the time that the most systematic 
new approach would have more followers than would a return 
to the considerations of the value of metaphor or acts of the imagi- 
nation. Heuristics based on the social sciences, in fact, had their 
day in the composition journals, while the less systematic ap- 
proaches were set aside either as unclear or too literary, or as 
vitalist and therefore unteachable.^ Even today, a move toward 
establishing composition studies as a discipline has favored topoi 
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over tropoi or has favored the means of establishing probable 
arguments over those of chance or accidental para-arguments. 
Members of composition studies generally view the latter as for- 
eign, poststructuralist, or too ludic and therefore as having less 
value to a field that aspires to be a discipline. Since that time and 
even more so today, I have continued in my attempts to under- 
stand both the conditions and possibilities of this apparently rather 
mysterious approach to invention called aleatory procedures, or 
as it is sometimes referred to, “a throw of the dice.” 

It became clear to me in the early 1980s that much of what 
poststructuralism was attempting was a new economy of writing 
based not on exclusion or on the semiotics of the negative (or 
positive), but on a radical inclusion or a new semiotics of the 
“nonpositive affirmation” (Foucault 36). 

♦ While the former is predicated on a binary (negative/positive), 
the latter searches for third terms (nonpositive affirmation) that 
signify limitlessness. (See Eco and Sebeok 1-10; Deleuze, Cin- 
ema^ 98-101, 197-205; Vitanza, “Threes,” Negation.) 

♦ While the former is based on a “restricted” economy, the latter 
is baseless on an economy of “excess.” (See Bataille; Derrida, 
“Restricted.”) 

♦ While the former discovers or invents meaning by way of defin- 
ing (i.e., limiting), and therefore while it is indebted to the basic 
principles of formal logic (identity, noncontradiction, and the 
excluded middle), the latter is not indebted to these principles 
and instead makes meanings by recalling to mind what hereto- 
fore had been excluded by the principle of the excluded middle. 
(The latter would embrace all the excluded so-called monsters 
of thought.) 

♦ While the former searches for meaning by establishing a species 
in a genus (a human being is a featherless biped that is either 
male or female), the latter forgoes such logical categorization 
and seeks out the conditions for the possibilities of recalling what 
has been excluded (a human being is both a feathered and a 
featherless biped, triped, and so forth, that is either male or fe- 
male or both, as in a hermaphrodite, or different yet paradoxi- 
cally similar, as in what some geneticists call a merm or ferm, 
and whatever else had been excluded because it was thought 
monstrous). In the animal kingdom, a platypus makes biologi- 
cal categorization problematic; in the human-animal kingdom. 
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a hermaphrodite and other forms of sexuality make for similar 
difficulties. 

The differences between heuristics (the old economy) and 
aleatory procedures (the ever new economy) are not to be found 
in the binary of actuality/fiction or reality/fantasy, which serves 
only as a means of, or alibi for, deflecting what wants to be re- 
called to thought by way of the newer economy of third terms 
(or excluded thirds). The actual/fiction or reality/fantasy dichoto- 
mies have become the hyperreal, giving us new conditions: alea- 
tory procedures are chance procedures. But chance means 
unaccountable hazard, not accountable probability. Chance means 
accidental. For Aristotle it was tuche. For the hyperreal “us,” it 
means crash (Ballard; Baudrillard, Simulacra, 111-19). 

We will not be dealing forever with “fictions” or “fantasies,” 
for my alternative — perhaps comic — definition of a human be- 
ing is not a product of fiction or fantasy but a so-called fact re- 
cently established by geneticists such as Anne Fausto-Sterling. 
The next important step, after genetics has been nonpositively 
affirmatively deconstructed, is to break the binary differences 
between nonhuman and human, or lower and higher animals. 
The exploding of this binary is presently under way by Donna 
Haraway. Yet another important step is to break the binary dif- 
ferences between organic and inorganic, or carbon- and silicon- 
based life forms. The exploding of this binary is likewise under 
way in relation to Creutzfeldt-Jakob disease (CJD), specifically 
in its bovine form (BSE), known as mad cow disease. David 
Walton writes that this disease is “not a bacterium, not a virus, 
not anything with nucleic acid. It’s a crystal, a rogue seed crystal 
like the apocalyptic Ice 9 in Kurt Vonnegut’s 1963 novel Cat’s 
Cradle” (9). 

While fact and fiction merge and implode, what effect will 
this implosion have had on rhetorical invention? The political 
and ideological ramifications are plentiful in this rethinking of 
invention and discovery and thought. It has been bad enough 
that the second sex (females) has been excluded ethically, mor- 
ally, and politically; now we are realizing the exclusion of the 
third+ sexes. And, yes, their possible reinclusion. As Baudrillard 
points out, we are favoring the nonrational moves of reversibility 
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and indetermination, which is a shift — a paradigm shift? — from 
stasis to metastasis. Hence, not only are the conditions of rhe- 
torical invention changing, but the very foundations of inven- 
tion — stasis theory — are being changed and, if not imploded, then 
dispersed. 

In the history of the West, “thinking” has been done in terms 
of the ideal (Plato) or the actual (Aristotle), with the third term 
generally excluded or suppressed or unfavored. Exclusion pur- 
chases stability (i.e., a point of stasis). That third term is the pos- 
sible, which is a topos admitted by Plato and Aristotle but only 
admitted, as I have stressed, under the sign of the negative 
(Vitanza, Negation). Poulakos rethinks the possible in terms of 
Heidegger, which means a condition of the possible still prac- 
ticed under the sign of the negative. All inventing has been done 
semiotically across these three conceptual starting places. Or the 
possible has been practiced for the most part across the negative, 
for there are always rogue thinkers who would think the 
unthought and thereby be tempted to follow unorthodox or he- 
retical paths of thinking. 

There is what might be called an incipient history of these 
paths of thinking. Gilles Deleuze has recorded much from his 
readings of early modern thinkers such as Spinoza and Leibniz 
(Fold) and modern thinkers such as Henri Bergson. Indeed, when 
describing these and other thinkers, Deleuze makes them sound 
like the Sophists as we have come to “think” of them (see Crowley; 
Poulakos; Consigny; Vitanza, Negation). 

The third term, when not excluded or suppressed by way of 
the negative, can be called the compossible (forming many 
incompossibilities, as Deleuze points out that Liebniz describes 
them). In the fictions of Jorge Luis Borges, we find compossible 
worlds at play, with none considered by him to be the best of all 
incompossible worlds. In Deleuze the term is thirdness or the 
virtual, which he takes from Peirce and Bergson respectively. 

Is this thirdness limited to outlaw philosophers only? No, for 
it can be found in many ethico-political writers such as Helene 
Cixous, Jacques Derrida, Luce Irigaray, Julia Kristeva, Jean- 
Lran^ois Lyotard, Andrea Nye, and E. C. White. This thirdness 
has for some time now been making its way into the disciplines. 
Lor example, in the ethnographies or theory-fictions of Stephen 
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Pfohl we find compossible worlds and para-objects at play. The 
same holds true for other writing practices in other disciplines as 
well. Yes, writing in the disciplines is changing. (Or should I have 
written. Writing in the disciplines will have changed? I do not 
think so, for disciplines are presently eroding, though not recog- 
nized as eroding. Something new is never recognized in its begin- 
ning. The change can only be intuited.) All of this slipping out of 
the binary into a third place is happening at the very moment 
composition studies is announcing to the world that it is a new 
discipline and therefore wants to be taken seriously! Yes, it takes 
but one mad-Artaud-like writer to bring dis-ease to a discipline, 
shaking and tumbling and opening it to all that had heretofore 
been excluded. And there is more than one mad-Artaud-like writer 
loose now in composition studies. However, setting the madlike 
authors aside, we can say that this movement toward thirdness is 
happening because of the inclusion of computer technology into 
the field of composition studies. Computers paradoxically are 
entirely suitable for the introduction of randomness. Though 
computer programming is done in binary fashion, it is on the 
brink of changing to third-level programming. And already lan- 
guages such as Java can easily be used to introduce randomness 
and aleatory procedures into composing. 

My intent in this article is only to begin to discuss, at the 
levels of theory and practice and beyond, the immanent condi- 
tions for the possibilities of returning to the third terms and prac- 
tices known as aleatory procedures, with their general economy 
of excess. These conditions are re-presenting themselves to us by 
way of a shift from literacy to electracy (Ulmer’s word for elec- 
tronic discourse or hyperrhetoric [Heuretics]). The so-called para- 
digm shift that Young (“Paradigms”) and then Hairston spoke 
of in terms of moving from style to invention or from product to 
process was not the shift but only a prejudgment and misunder- 
standing of what was to come — the shift to, not “secondary oral- 
ity” as Walter Ong would have it, but to chance as hazard or to 
the monstrous. Or in a less prejudgmental term, the shift to a 
new reordering of what now will count as and for thinking. The 
question forever is. What is thinking? Propositional and/or 
nonpropositional? I am not asking the question as an ontoge- 
netic question or as a negative-essential one, which is normally 
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how such a question does get asked, answered, and canonized in 
composition studies. 

As Deleuze would say, thinking can be the compossibility 
that lies on the plane of immanence (or wills to power) and all 
along the surface of immanence (what could easily have been 
and will have been), but for the most part lying there as unthink- 
ing still unthought (Fold 59-75). While only a few poetical think- 
ers have been able to spell out what nibbles on the rind of their 
consciousnesses, computer scripts written to tease out the per- 
mutations and combinations of, say, hidden anagrams will con- 
tinue to disspell mystery as a mere vitalism and romantic fancy, 
will continue to present the hidden paracodes of the logos. The 
simplest, plainest text can be passed through aleatory procedures 
to read like messages similar to St. John the Divine’s Revelation. 

I will discuss specifically two aleatory procedures in terms of 
electracy, two general procedures that will express the unthought: 

• one procedure developed by Greg Ulmer, such as his heuretics 

(heuristics + heretics) 

• another procedure (over)developed by the Object (which will go 

by the entitlement of an Anagram Maker) and readily available 
now as a search engine on the World Wide Web 

Rather than giving the dialectics of good versus bad, both proce- 
dures tend to move on progressively to a third term or place, or 
what Baudrillard would call the ecstasy of communication (Fatal 
41, 67). They tend to move on to a scene unseen that moves in a 
devolutionary manner, again as Baudrillard would describe it, 
“from forms of expression and competition toward aleatory and 
vertiginous forms that are no longer games of scene, mirror, chal- 
lenge, duel games, but rather ecstatic, solitary and narcissistic 
games, where pleasure is no longer a dramatic and esthetic mat- 
ter of meaning, but an aleatory, psychotropic one of pure fasci- 
nation” (68). My intent — Does this “I” have an intent that it can 
call its own? — is not only to discuss the theoretical principles but 
also to demonstrate in passing how these paramethods might be 
applied in the un/learning of writing. But the latter will be per- 
formed indirectly. 
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While Ulmer takes simple phrases or names and searches for 
similar happy accidents that are often paralogical in their con- 
nections, the Object (anagram search engine) takes simple phrases 
or names and searches for anagrams written within them and 
then writes inventively from these discoveries. Both paramethods 
bring to the surface information and connections that the so- 
called new rhetoric, with its commitment to formal and informal 
logic, would have to discard as nonsense or as illegitimate, thereby 
deflecting what desires to be said. Or written. The new rhetoric 
would have to construct the strongest of alibis for an ignorance 
of what desires to be expressed. However, with our use of Ulmer’s 
approach and the Object’s approaches, we will be able to create 
whole new worlds of writing that heretofore have been forbid- 
den or hidden from us. And though, paradoxically, we will “write” 
them, they will remain hidden. Disciplined writing will have be- 
come another “writing” that I would call a “writing of the acci- 
dent.” The C/Rash. 

Ulmer's Heretical Heuristic 

Gregory Ulmer has progressively been developing a theory of 
invention that would be appropriate and productive for those 
cultural theorists who have an interest in electronic media. In his 
Applied Grammatology^ he moves from Derridean deconstruction 
(a mode of analysis) to grammatology (a mode of composition), 
that is, to exploring “the nondiscursive levels — images and puns, 
or models and homophones — as an alternative mode of compo- 
sition and thought applicable to academic work, or rather, play” 
(xi). Ulmer focuses primarily on a theory of invention in terms of 
these images and puns, which would lay bare associational think- 
ing, coincidences, and accidents, yet produce nondisciplinary 
meaning. Ulmer’s discussion indirectly furthers and complicates 
Winston Weathers’s Grammar B. 

In Teletheory, Ulmer rethinks a theory of genre that would 
complement his grammatological theory of invention. Ulmer does 
for cultural theorists what Hayden White in Tropics of Discourse 
and elsewhere does for historians, namely, invites cultural theo- 
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rists and historians to reinvent ‘‘doing” cultural theory and his- 
tory while they are “doing” it. One of the genres that Ulmer 
develops is “mystory” or “mystoriography” (with variations such 
as history, herstory, maistrie, mystery, my story), which he sees 
as a post(e)-pedagogy. Freud, for example, wrote a kind of mystory 
when he developed self-analysis, psychoanalysis, not knowing 
what it was while he was doing it. Ulmer’s discussion indirectly 
furthers and complicates Elbow’s expressive writing. 

If I may give a quick example from the middle of Mystory: If 
we take my name, Victor Vitanza, examine it carefully, etymo- 
logically, and punningly, etc., we might get the following heuretic 
(grammatological) reading. V^c^or generally means “conqueror.” 
Vita signifies “life.” Anza signifies (in Italia) “against.” When 
thus disclosed, my family name, Vitanza (the sub-stance of my 
Being), and its possible meaning were rather disconcerting. The 
very idea that my heritage was against life! However, when I 
recalled that my first name signified conqueror and put the full 
name together into “conqueror of death,” I begin to feel much 
better. My name is, as Derrida would say, paregonial, both con- 
tra to and alongside {Truth), Does it all stop here? No. It only 
ever rebegins. (This form of composition goes beyond mere 
deconstructive textual analysis, for it is grammatological in its 
emphasis.) When looking at Finnegans Wake, which is against 
death, I discovered that Joyce had invented mystory before I was 
even born — as “Victa Nyanza” (558.28). ’Tis a name that is ech- 
oed throughout the wake, signifying the origins of the Nile and 
the two great bodies of water from which the Nile arises: Victoria 
and Albert Nyanza (558.27, 598.5-6). Freud has his Nile; VV 
has his. You have yours. And yet, there is the pun on “Nyanza” 
as No Answer (89.27) in disrespect to origins and in respect to 
proleptic (perverse, reversed) thinking. The Nil/e is “soorce- 
lessness” (23.19). The connections continue to resonate. 

Ulmer’s third book, Heuretics, is the one I am most concerned 
with here. This book more than the others carefully defines in 
terms of a theory of invention how “to play” on the road to 
Serendip(ity), while confessing ignorance of the rules of the game. 
Ulmer’s discussion indirectly furthers Lyotard’s discussion of “just 
gaming.” 
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Heuretics calls for a return of “a rhetoric/poetics leading to 
the production of a new work” (94). But as an antimethodology, 
heuretics is not concerned with critique or with the meaning of a 
particular text but with “a generative experiment: Based on a 
given theory, how might another text be composed?” (4-5). In 
other words, heuretics does not critique ludic discourses for not 
being political but calls for them to invent a (nonreactionary) 
politics (5). The principle of invention, then, is not by way of 
negation but by way of nonpositive affirmations. (This principle 
of invention is an economy of thinking without reserve, which 
would be a leap out of Oneness and binaries.) 

From Plato to the present, one of the invidious tests for 
whether a notion or a practice has any value is to determine 
whether it can be generalized (is generic) and whether it is trans- 
ferable (codifiable, teachable). If not, usually the assumption is 
that there is no method but merely a knack, an irrationality, and 
thus it is left to the forces of chance (Young, “Arts”). Often, the 
choice here is based on the differences between thinking by way 
of rhetorical invention and thinking by way of style. Or between 
topoi and tropoi. Not all knowledge is determined by physis or 
nomos or, more important here, logos-as-rational; knowledge is 
also determined by kairos^ which, as Eric C. White reminds us, is 
a principle of “spontaneity and risk” (20). 

Ulmer, as I suggested, situates himself in the paradox of say- 
ing Yes twice to the text of his problem: to having a method and 
not having a method. (This is his heretical act of negating the 
principle of noncontradiction and thereby allowing for the re- 
turn of the excluded third.) He gives us what he calls CATTt. 
The acronym stands for the following: 

C = Contrast (opposition, inversion, differentiation) 

A = Analogy (figuration, displacement) 

T = Theory (repetition, literalization) 

T = Target (application, purpose) 
t = Tale (secondary elaboration, representability) 

Ulmer boldly opens his book with the unfolding of this 
antimethod. Although there is no way to summarize Ulmer’s par- 
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ticular rationalization, I can make a few generalizations about 
the heuristic. Contrast is intended in a sophistic sense; that is, it 
functions as the second part oidissoi logoi, initially arguing both 
sides of the case. When the dominant discourse becomes a Carte- 
sian Discourse on Method, then someone like an Andre Breton 
can develop an anti- or counter-Cartesianism, or surrealism, a 
“false discourse on method that would be not just contrary to 
Descartes but completely different” (Heuretics 14). It is this press- 
ing of the antimethod that can remove us from the simple oppo- 
site, or binary, out and beyond to something novel. Ulmer 
explains: 

The strategy is heuristic, employing several ad hoc rules that 
require continuous decisions and selections (there is no “algo- 
rithm” for this exercise). The chief such rule is to read the Dis- 
course at the level of its particulars — its examples, analogies, 
and evidence — rather than at the level of its arguments. The 
antimethod will break the link between the exposition and the 
abstract arguments that proved the coherence of the piece. . . . 
Accept Descartes’s particulars, that is, but offer a different (for 
my exercise, an opposite) generalization at each point, to carry 
the examples elsewhere, to displace them. The idea is to strip 
off the level of argument and replace it with an opposite argu- 
ment that should in turn be made similarly coherent (second- 
ary elaboration). (12) 

In this way, Ulmer is able to say Yes to the text twice (to both 
Descartes and Breton). The dissoi logoi approach, however, is 
not limited to arguing, for what CATTt stresses is poetizing. Again, 
while Freud was developing (collaboratively) his notions of psy- 
choanalysis with, say, Dora, he on occasion spoke of being “hys- 
terical” himself. Confused, he found himself writing fiction, 
poetizing (his guesses, his filling in the mise-en-abyme) along with 
the so-called scientific protocol that his colleagues demanded he 
follow. Freud said Yes to the text twice (262). 

By itself, the acronym of five conceptual starting places, 
CATTt, looks as if it overlaps with a number of other rather 
conventional sets of topoi, for example, Aristotle’s twenty -eight, 
Cicero’s sixteen, Kenneth Burke’s Pentad (perhaps his four mas- 
ter tropes, which Hayden White uses), or Young’s tagmemic nine- 
celled matrix or any variation of it. However, Ulmer’s intention 
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for its usage is very different. Whereas heuristics, or inventional 
procedures, focus more on topoi as arguments rather than as 
tropes, Ulmer stresses the latter over the former. (As Ulmer 
progresses in his discussion, he introduces the third term Chora 
to better suggest what the word tropes cannot since they are caught 
in the binary of topos/trope.) 

Ulmer introduces CATTt as a “modest proposal” in support 
of many methodologies, but especially those outside the domi- 
nant discourse, “to invent an electronic academic writing the way 
Breton invented surrealism, or the way Plato invented dialectics: 
to do with ‘Jacques Derrida’ (and this name marks a slot, a passe- 
partout open to infinite substitution) what Breton did with Freud 
(or — why not? — what Plato did with Socrates)” (Heuretics 15). 
Such a proposal stands diametrically opposed to the academic 
protocol of writing (linear, hierarchical, cause/effect writing), 
which is bolstered by traditional heuristics. And such a proposal 
would achieve its ends without a traditional concern for memory. 

Ulmer’s is not, therefore, a conventional argumentative think- 
ing and writing; his is a grammatological approach to thinking 
and writing that emphasizes picto-ideogrammatic, aesthetic rep- 
resentations — writing intuitively. The CATTt is the perverse side 
of Aristotle and perhaps should be seen also as an extension of 
Aristotle’s Poetics, but with the perverse addition of comedy over 
tragedy, so as perhaps to reach for a tragicomedy, or joyful pessi- 
mism. Like a sophist, Ulmer supports the weaker argument or 
the supplementary notion (negative deconstruction), but with the 
purpose of passing out of the binary (affirmative deconstruction). 

Ulmer’s proposal looks toward “the logic of cyberspace” 
(hypermedia). The movement from orality to literacy is now rush- 
ing on to a third place, which Ulmer refers to as electracy. And 
academic writing will have changed. In the midst of this change, 
Ulmer is inventing practices that will invite us all to disengage in 
an unkind of writing practice that we are “inventing while [we 
are] inventing it” (17). Again, he presents the paradox and the 
avant-garde. Ulmer would have us practice “hyperrhetoric . . . 
which is assumed to have something in common with the dream 
logic of surrealism” {Heuretics 17). It is “a new rhetoric . . . that 
does not argue but that replaces the logic governing argumenta- 
tive writing with associational networks” (18). Yes, we can say 
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there is nothing new about this kind of writing. Such an assess- 
ment, however, would miss the shifts in medium that are occur- 
ring. Electronic media have changed the very conditions for the 
possibilities of lexical (play )fields. Those of us familiar with writ- 
ing in the new media can easily understand that Ulmer is talking 
about hypertext (extended texts) the way that George P. Landow, 
Jay David Bolter, and Richard A. Lanham have most recently. 
And yet Ulmer would go beyond. And has. Ulmer speaks of 
“chorography (the name of the method that I will have invented)” 
(26). Ulmer’s notion of topos (the where?) is “the thing” that has 
been systematically excluded. He, like Kristeva and Derrida be- 
fore him, returns to Plato’s Timeaus and specifically the discus- 
sion of the three kinds of nature: being, chora, and becoming. 
The excluded is the chora. The excluded third, or middle (muddle), 
is the chora. 

The chora is neither male nor female but third genders. It is 
the twisting, turning, folding of cyberspace in multimedia. And it 
has a totally new reconception of memory. The chora is the im- 
possible. CATTt can only be a stand-in for this impossibility. 
Ulmer writes, “My problem, in inventing an electronic rhetoric 
by replacing topos with chora in the practice of invention, is to 
devise a ‘discourse on method’ for that which, similarly, is the 
other of method” (Heuretics 66). Hence, my earlier reference to 
the CATTt as Ulmer’s “rationalization.” 

While there is always already a need to methodize nature, no 
need can express the desires of nature (physis) denegated. Ulmer’s 
antimethod is at present the best rationalization that the fields of 
philosophy, rhetoric, and composition have for glimpsing the 
power that lies in what they have dubbed “vitalism.” Or what I 
would rather call, borrowing another term from Bergson, the 
Virtual. What I am insisting on as the difference between the old 
new rhetoric and the newest new rhetoric or rationalized think- 
ing about composing is that to understand the often misunder- 
stood, each of us must set aside classical, Aristotelian logic 
informed by the terministic screens of dynamis (power, potential 
for what is possible) and energeia (the act that actualizes the pos- 
sible or probable). When I read Ulmer, I hear him attempting to 
rationalize a new screen (or monitor) with terms such as chora 
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that would be a Derridian-Deleuzean paralogic, making visible 
the Virtual, or the unthought, that lies on the plane of immanence. 

The key to Ulmer’s heuretics in great part is the new concept 
of memory. Ulmer explains that chorography as a practice corre- 
sponds to recent developments in computing such as “con- 
nectionism.” Opposed to the classical concept of memory as 
storing information in some specific locale from which it may be 
retrieved, connectionism designs memory as not stored at any 
specific locus (topos, lines of argument determined by negation) 
but in the myriad relationships among various loci, topoi-cum- 
chora (atopoi, nonlinear lines of para-arguments undetermined 
by nonpositive affirmations). It’s worth repeating: Not in loci 
but among. Entitlement has gone to the computer, the newest 
medium, if the word entitlement can still be used in this context. 
And connectionism entitles while it perpetually dis-entitles. The 
bits and bytes, though systematically numbered, are not, as we 
keep touting in commonsensical ways, predetermined according 
to algorithmic connections. At least, they are not in hypertext 
and hypermedia. But I need not back off from this argument, for 
“bits and bytes” themselves (b/b) — in my rationalization — are 
ever desiring the new “border logics” (M. Bricken; W. Bricken) 
that totally reconstitute computer programming ^row on7off, +/- 
in/out to what lies in the virgule (/), lies in the middle, muddle of 
what Joyce calls the “sounddance” (378.29-30). The binary 
machines are becoming-desiring machines! The scattered possible 
readings or con-fusions I gave in terms of my entitled, proper 
name are possible — virtually future-perfect possible — in multi- 
media environments. Joyce only suggests them in the breakup 
(accident, crash) of literacy called Finnegans Wake, while lin- 
guists and critics attempt to fix them again as actual across the 
semiotic axis of arrangement and substitution. However, Yes is 
the answer to every question — or heretofore possible con-fu- 
sions — concerning every connection in my perpetual dis-entitle- 
ments. Living in the immanence of the breakup (accident, crash), 
I-cum-we have arrived to find ourselves (now or later, however 
long it may take) in Borges’s Chinese Encyclopedia or in the laby- 
rinth of the forking paths or in other incompossible worlds yet to 
have made themselves thought. 
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Space has changed. “In short,” Ulmer says, “the change in 
thinking from linear indexical to network association — a shift 
often used to summarize the difference between alphabetic and 
electronic cognitive styles . . . — is happening at the level of tech- 
nology itself” {Heuretics 36). As hardware and software change, 
so institutions and disciplines change. So do the thinking and 
writing generated by them. And yet, how is one to write by way 
of the chora, when apparently there is no way? Ulmer muses: 

An important aspect of chorography is learning how to write 
an intuition, and this writing is what distinguishes electronic 
logic (conduction) from the abductive (Baker Street) reasoning 
of the detective. In conjunction the intuitions are not left in the 
thinker’s body but simulated in a machine, augmented by a 
prosthesis (whether electronic or paper). This (indispensable) 
augmentation of ideological categories in a machine is known 
in chorography as “artificial stupidity,” which is the term used 
to indicate that a database includes a computerized unconscious. 
{Heuretics 37-38) 

And yet again, there is a way: “Here is a principle of chorogra- 
phy: do not choose between the different meanings of key terms, 
but compose by using all the meanings (write the paradigm)” 
(48; emphasis added). And I would casuistically stretch Ulmer as 
adding, “and all the ways previously found illegitimate as mak- 
ing meanings.” And while doing so, write, unbeknownst to your- 
self and others, new paradigms that might generate still other 
para-digms, saying Yes to everything and No to only the nega- 
tive. To approach, as incompossibles, the worlds other than that 
One we have from the mode of production of the real world. 

What follows from this discussion of the first fifty pages of 
Heuretics are two hundred pages of brilliant performances that 
begin with Ulmer’s mother sending him “some clippings from 
my hometown newspaper about preparations for the centennial 
celebration of Montana’s statehood” (49). In themselves, these 
pages function as paradigm after paradigm of writing the acci- 
dent, from which colleagues and students might work — that is, 
play. Ulmer begins practicing connectionisms among Parc de la 
Villette, the Columbian Exposition, Disneyland (Epcot Center), 
Ziegfield Follies, an excursion on the etymology of folly, Miles 
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City, saloon/salon (this is more of the Paris-Miles City axis that 
would not be allowed under the rules of standard logic), Poe’s 
“The Black Cat,” CATTt, and on into the next chapter, which 
begins with Atlantis and desires to move rhizomatically beyond. 
Ulmer (or “Ulmer” [a.k.a. “Glue”], the proper-improper name) 
connects the dots and in unexpected ways. In my estimation. Glue 
gives — the chora gives — us (without entitlement) a dreamwork 
that suggests, as Peter Sloterdijk might phrase it, that “the dying 
tree of philosophy [and rhetoric might just] bloom once again . . . 
with bizarre thought-flowers, red, blue, and white” (xxxviii). 



Anagrammatic Writing 



There is today a possibility that the object will say something 
to us, but there is also above all the possibility that it will take 
its revenge! 

Baudrillard, “The Revenge of the Crystal” 

Anything that was once constituted as an object by a subject 
represents for the latter a virtual death threat. No more than 
the slave accepts his servitude does the object accept its com- 
pulsory objectivity. The subject can attain only an imaginary 
mastery of it, ephemeral at all events, but will not escape this 
insurrection of the object — a silent revolution, but the only one 
left now. 

Baudrillard, Fatal Strategies 

In discussing Ulmer’s Heuretics., I have been especially heretical 
in insisting and perhaps inciting that we — the various WEs (Can 
one even address a “we” anymore?) — think the unthought, or 
illegitimate notion — that things can think. Can do. Can have their 
revenge. We think the unthought: that matter has a memory 
(Bergson) and can make things happen. There is, to be sure, a 
history of this kind of “silly” thinking within the dominant think- 
ing of philosophy. And of poetics. Often such thinking is disre- 
garded as “magical thinking” and considered, in specific contexts, 
to be dangerous thinking. So be it! I would agree that it is dan- 
gerous thinking and that there is good cause for showing just 
how dangerous it can be, since, in my estimation, it is overthrow- 
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ing the present dominant, more dangerous grammatical para- 
digm. Nothing, however, can (not) stop this unkind of thinking. 
Let’s just explain it, without a wide range of justifications ac- 
cepted by logic, to be, as Baudrillard would call and characterize 
it, ‘‘the revenge of the crystal” or “the object.” Too much subjec- 
tivity or mastering of the object creates the conditions for the 
object to talk back to us. And always accidentally. 

Baudrillard writes: 

By the beginning of the twentieth century science recognized 
that any means of microscopic observation provokes such an 
alteration in the object that knowledge of it becomes imper- 
iled The hypothesis is never entertained, beyond an object’s 

being distorted, of its active reply to the fact of being ques- 
tioned, solicited, violated. 

Perhaps unhappy with being alienated by observation, the 
object is fooling us? Perhaps it’s inverting its own answers, and 
not only those that are solicited? Possibly it has no desire at all 
to be analyzed and observed, and taking this process for a chal- 
lenge . . . it’s answering with a challenge. . . . Today the ana- 
lyzed object triumphs everywhere, by its very position as object, 
over the subject of analysis. It escapes the analyst everywhere, 
pushing him back to his indeterminable position of subject. By 
its complexity it not only overflows, but also annuls the ques- 
tions that the other can ask of it. (Fatal 81-82) 

The object or crystal, as I would discover it here, is (in) language 
(or rather in language as alogoi). Language (logos) is our mad 
cow dis-ease (alogoi), turning itself into a crystal, growing in crys- 
tal form, and making an indiscriminate sponge of our gray mat- 
ter and its memories. A sponge that would soak up everything in 
its violation of Platonic-Aristotelian rules of reasoning. 

By way of furthering a preface (praefatio) to our monstration 
of the aleatory, let us recall poor Ferdinand de Saussure, who as 
a philologist studied Latin hymns and poetry, the Rig Veda, the 
Niebelungen, and found in them, far beyond what anyone might 
expect, anagram after anagram. Saussure found anagram dedi- 
cations to God and to gods and even found cryptograms (signs) 
uttered by the gods in pagan poetry and prose. As Jean-Jacques 
Lecercle points out, Saussure kept his distance, maintained his 
objectivity, in his search for proof or substantiation of what he 
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but glimpsed. Finding no proof, allegedly, Saussure never made 
public what could only be a monster, or what Lecercle and so 
many other commentators saw as a condition that would invite 
the philologist to drift into the ecstasy of madness (2—4). Lecercle 
concludes, or rebegins, by saying, “Language [logos] loses its 
capacity to communicate. But it can also, at the same time, in- 
crease its power; it ceases to be controlled by the subject but on 
the contrary rules over him” (7). I am not sure I agree that logos 
loses its capacity to communicate. I guess it depends on what 
constitutes a communicative act. Should ideal or pragmatic 
speech-act theory determine what constitutes a communicative 
act? I think other/wise, which leads me — drives my desire — to 
the following pronouncement; 

I have discovered a wonderful Invention-Discovery (Differ- 
ence) Machine on the Web. It is Internet Anagram Server/I, Rear- 
rangement Servant. Anyone using this difference machine will 
quickly come to the conclusion that language is thoroughly 
anagrammatic. If it were not for grammars, we would easily drift 
into psychotic episodes. Or if it were not for the presence of 
anagrammaticisms, we, and you and I, would drift into thinking 
that we were “subjects,” that is, that we say what we mean and 
mean what we say. And everything else is not what “we say.” 

Inventio; For fun one morning I typed my name into the dif- 
ference machine and I could not believe what it generated, and 
yet the pull toward believing it all was remarkably powerful. Se- 
ductive over productive. As Baudrillard writes, “We were all once 
produced, we must all be seduced. That is the only true ‘libera- 
tion,’ that which opens beyond the Oedipus complex and the 
Law, and which delivers us from a stern psychological calvary as 
well as from the biological fatality of having been sexually en- 
gendered” {Fatal 138). Later, in the evening, I typed “rhetorical 
invention.” 

When visiting the site ^o help me complete this article by 
searching for my name, your name, and our names in “rhetorical 
invention,” you will read the onslaught of returns. Yes, I am ask- 
ing you — dear reader — to complete this article with a metaphori- 
cal throw of the dice. I am asking you to light out for the digital 
territory. However, be sure to keep, as Lecercle says, your dis- 
tance! (Is it not remarkable how incipient Paranoia — meaning. 
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too many meanings, coincidences — becomes Theory? And yet, 
simultaneously, threatens another sense of Theory?) Visit Internet 
Anagram Server/I, Rearrangement Servant (formerly known as 
Inert Net Grave Near Mars) at http://www.wordsmith.org/ana- 
gram/. 

Coda: Baudrillard writes: 

The work of reason is not at all to invent connections, rela- 
tions, meaning. There’s too much of that already. On the con- 
trary, reason seeks to manufacture the neutered, to create the 
indifferent, to demagnetize inseparable constellations and con- 
figurations, to make them erratic elements sworn finally to find- 
ing their cause or to wandering at random. Reason seeks to 
break the incessant cycle of appearances. Chance — the possi- 
bility of indeterminate elements, their respective indifference, 
and, in a word, their freedom — results from this dismantling. 
(Fatal 151-52) 

This will have been our fatal strategy in para-inventions and 
hyperinventions. If by chance we meet, let us not bore each other. 
For, if so, this will have been our banal strategy. Virtually, I do 
not think that we can bore each other if we but attend to the 
writing of the accident(s) and the accident(s) of writing. No longer 
will we clash in arguments instead we will crash in accidents. 
Baudrillard writes: 



It is no longer a question, in Q. G. Ballard’s] Crash, of acciden- 
tal signs that would only appear at the margins of the system 
[as the waste or byproduct of communication]. ... It is no 
longer at the margins, it is at the heart. It is no longer the ex- 
ception to a triumphal rationality, it has become the Rule, it 
has devoured the Rule. ... It is the Accident that gives form to 
life, it is the Accident, the insane, that is the sex [production] 
of life. (Simulacra 112—13; emphasis added) 



Notes 

1. Winterowd has collected and reprinted the exchanges that passed 
between Berthoff and Lauer. See pages 79-103. 
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2. Lest there be a misunderstanding, Young does not argue for an ex- 
clusive use of heuristic-tagmemic invention: “A tagmemic rhetoric stands 
somewhere between the rigorous theories of science and the almost purely 
intuitive theories of the humanities. We see no reason to reject the in- 
sights of either the former or the latter, believing that all new knowl- 
edge — like the process of writing itself — involves both intuitive analogy 
and formal precision” (Young and Becker, 468). 
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F or more than a decade now there has been increasing interest 
in what Ben Barton and Marthalee Barton once referred to as 
the “rhetoric of the visual.” In this rhetoric, visual elements such 
as layout, typography, color, and pictures are not viewed as mere 
ornaments, devices to keep a text from looking too dull and gray. 
Instead, visual elements are seen as contributing substantially to 
the messages readers derive from a text. And they are recognized 
as powerful influences on the reading process, guiding readers’ 
attention (Redish), helping them recognize related information 
(Keyes), and even influencing their sense of the voice or persona 
reflected in a text (Schriver). 

Much of the interest in visual rhetoric has come from the 
field of technical communication, where textbooks routinely in- 
corporate findings from current research on effective illustration 
and page design. The field of rhetoric and composition, by con- 
trast, has had little to say about visual rhetoric, preferring to 
cling to a tradition that Alton Becker has appropriately labeled 
“graphocentric.” For decades this tradition has emphasized the 
power of the written word, giving little attention to oral commu- 
nication and none at all to visual communication. Even today 
the most widely used textbooks in rhetoric and composition pro- 
vide almost no discussion about how the look of a text relates to 
the message(s) readers derive from that text. 
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For a long time, this graphocentrism may have seemed justi- 
fied for purely pragmatic, technological reasons. As recently as 
fifteen years ago, we and our students were composing almost 
exclusively in longhand or on typewriters. We might analyze some 
medium that integrated visual and textual information (e.g., an 
ad, a movie), but when it came time to compose, we had few 
visual options. We couldn’t do anything with color unless we 
wanted to type on the red portion of our typewriter ribbon. We 
couldn’t do much with format other than shift from single to 
double spacing. Nor could we include pictures or graphs unless 
we were dealing with a commercial publisher or we wanted to 
paste in a picture and then photocopy the page it was on. 

Now, however, such pragmatic justifications for ignoring vi- 
sual rhetoric no longer exist. Thanks to recent developments in 
word-processing programs, even the most technologically chal- 
lenged among us have access to visual resources that a few years 
ago were available only to graphic artists. We now have the means 
to insert pictures, use a two- or three-column format, play with 
typography and color, and create (hyper)texts that bear little re- 
semblance to conventional essays. 

Such resources are, of course, a mixed blessing. They pro- 
vide us with opportunities to change our teaching and expand 
our notion of what it means to compose (Odell and Prell). But 
these visual resources also lead us into the realm of graphic de- 
signers, a discourse community with its own unique language 
and concepts. Even when graphic designers talk about a familiar 
topic, they do so in language that, perhaps to understate the case, 
will strike most rhetoric and composition specialists as esoteric. 
In discussing the structure of a text, for example, graphic design- 
ers may talk about accessibility, eye path, or navigation, while 
we teachers of writing are more likely to talk about organiza- 
tion, transitional phrases, or forecasting. Even more intimidat- 
ing, graphic designers consider issues that simply lie outside the 
ken of most specialists in rhetoric and composition. How many 
of us, for example, are comfortable talking about such matters 
as leading, kerning, screen density, or modular grid? (For discus- 
sion of these and other elements of visual communication, see, 
for example, Schriver.) Given these differences, any effort to bridge 
the gap between visual rhetoric and verbal rhetoric immediately 
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forces us to confront fundamental questions: Will we be able to 
function when we move into what may seem for most of us like 
foreign, even hostile, territory? Is there anything we can bring 
with us, anything we already know that might be helpful, that 
might let us move freely between our turf and that of the graphic 
designer? And even if we can do so, should we? 

For us, the answer to all of these questions is Yes. Despite the 
many differences between the two fields, we have access to a set 
of integrative principles that describe both the visual and the ver- 
bal elements of a text and, consequently, let us argue that what 
we can do as specialists in rhetoric and composition is, in fact, 
what we ought to be doing. 

Integrative Principles 

Much of the basis for integrating visual and verbal rhetoric origi- 
nates in discussions of the relationships between readers and 
writers. Some years ago, Linda Flower argued that if people are 
to function effectively as writers, they will have to understand 
how readers go about constructing meaning from a written text. 
More recently, this argument has been picked up by scholars such 
as Janice Redish and Karen Schriver, who have expanded not 
only our understanding of the meaning-making processes read- 
ers engage in, but also of the term reading itself. Because Redish 
and Schriver are concerned with written texts that rely heavily 
on such visual elements as typography, format, pictures, and 
graphs, they have found themselves discussing ways readers con- 
struct meaning by using both visual and verbal elements of a 
text. 

Accepting the premise that reading entails making full use of 
all the cues a page presents to us, and relying heavily on the ex- 
ample of Flower, Redish, and Schriver, we propose the chart in 
Table 10.1 as an expansion of Redish’s 1993 article ‘‘Understand- 
ing Readers.” 

Two important words in this chart are likely and probably. 
We leave it to others to identify fixed, invariant operations that 
always guide the meaning-making processes of all readers and 
writers in all contexts. But the reading processes mentioned in 
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Table 10.1. A Guide to Understanding Readers 



Because readers are likely to: 


Writers should probably: 


• Integrate new information with 
what they already know, feel, 
understand, etc. 


• Move from given to new ” 
information, establishing 
common ground before moving 
to unfamiliar or uncongenial 
material 


• Decide whether to read a text 


• Motivate readers, usually by 
creating dissonance . 


• Sample the text rather than read 
every word 


• Make the text accessible, 

structuring it so that readers can 




- Find what they are looking for 




- Determine what the author(s) 
think(s) is important 




- Develop appropriate expecta- 
tions about tone and content 


• Depend on the text for infor- 
mation and/or insight 


• Explore the topic thoroughly, 
demonstrating their credibility 
by, for example, defining terms, 
anticipating a reader’s questions, 
seeing relationships, asking who, 
what, when, and so forth 


• Respond to ethos or voice 


• Make astute decisions (about 
diction, syntax, organization, 
content) that will indicate a 
credible and appropriate stance 
toward audience and subject 


• Respond to visual elements 


• Use visual elements to help with 
all of the above 



the left-hand column are well documented (see, for example, 
Redish). The emphasized phrases in the right-hand column are 
drawn from work in rhetoric, linguistics, composition, and tech- 
nical communication. They represent a set of perspectives or 
“terministic screens” through which one might examine both 
visual and verbal elements of a text. 

Given/New. The phrase “given/new” comes from discussions of 
syntax in which scholars argue that sentences are more easily com- 
prehended if they move from “given” or “old” information at the 
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beginning of a sentence to “new” or unfamiliar information at the 
end of the sentence. (See, for example, Joseph Williams.) Underly- 
ing this view of syntax is a principle that applies not only to sen- 
tence structure but to larger chunks of text as well. If readers are to 
make the leap from what they currently understand (believe, feel, 
value . . .) to some new insight, they have to be able to plug the 
writer’s statements into the world that already exists in their minds 
(Flower). If genuine communication is to take place, it must do so, 
to use a phrase of Richard Young’s, over a “bridge of shared fea- 
tures” (Young, Becker, and Pike 172-80). 

Sometimes readers can assimilate new material with relatively 
little help from a writer, especially when they are close to the writer, 
sharing a lot of the writer’s prior experiences, assumptions, and 
values. But often a writer has to work hard to help readers make 
the leap from given to new by providing background information, 
appealing to readers’ values or prior knowledge, or locating the 
message in the context of a matter (intellectual, emotional, aes- 
thetic) that readers care about. Much of the time, writers have to 
help readers move from given to new by constructing the bridge 
across which communication can take place. 

Dissonance. In composition studies, this principle may have found 
its strongest advocate in Linda Flower’s discussions of problem solv- 
ing and writing. The premise here is that all human activity begins 
with what Jean Piaget referred to as “disequilibrium” or what Leon 
Festinger termed “cognitive dissonance.” People read, act, write, 
speak in large part because they feel some gap in their understand- 
ing, some inconsistency in their own or others’ thoughts or feel- 
ings, some disparity between what is and what might be or between 
their thoughts/feelings and their words/actions. If we want others 
to attend to what we write or say, we need to make sure our readers 
see how our words pertain to some dissonance they care about. 

Dissonance may take the form of an issue or exigency, reflect- 
ing some outright conflict. In many scholarly articles, for example, 
writers often begin with this line of reasoning: Many people think 
X is true. However, in this article I will show that X is wrong and Y 
is true. When people discuss public policy, they often try to show 
that one plan of action is better than plans advanced by opponents. 
Sometimes, however, the dissonance may be more subtle and per- 
sonal, arising, for example, from one’s efforts to come to terms 
with the feelings, perceptions, and reactions that are part of one’s 
own experiences. Whether the dissonance is public and explicit or 
personal and implicit, audiences are most likely to attend carefully 
to what we say if they can feel the dissonance(s) that prompted us 
to speak or write. 
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Accessibility. This term is often used in discussions of technical com- 
munication and reflects two assumptions: (1) that users of techni- 
cal documents attend only to those parts of a document that 
immediately concern them; and, consequently, (2) authors of a docu- 
ment must make it easy for users to find passages they need and 
ignore those they do not need. Underlying these two pragmatic as- 
sumptions is a more profound and more widely applicable premise 
from Kenneth Burke: form (or organization) consists of creating 
and fulfilling expectations (Burke uses the term “appetites,” 31) in 
the audience. That is, even if an audience is willing to read every 
word of a text, that audience needs to have some sense of where the 
author is heading and of what the author is going to say next and 
how the author is going to say it. In more technical or specialized 
documents, some of these expectations may be created through the 
use of abstracts, headings, or subtitles. In any text, expectations 
may be created through the use of what Rise Axelrod and Charles 
R. Cooper call “forecasting statements” (466-67), as well as by 
sentence structure, format, or organizational pattern. 

Topic. The importance of exploring a topic thoroughly has long 
been recognized, whether one uses the phrase to mean finding all 
the available means of persuasion, using appropriate claims and 
warrants, determining empirical “facts,” or engaging in the pro- 
cess medieval scholars called “sic et non” and Peter Elbow has la- 
beled “doubting and believing” {Writing), To this long history we 
want to add two closely related premises: (1) visual elements may 
constitute arguments, implicitly or explicitly making claims and/or 
providing evidence and warrants; and (2) these visual elements have 
epistemic value, influencing the ways an audience understands a 
document’s message(s) and even an author’s exploration of the sub- 
ject. 

Voice. This is another term that has a long history, one that occa- 
sionally involves other terms: persona and ethos. In recent years, 
some scholars have questioned the usefulness of this analytic cat- 
egory, arguing that it is impossible to determine whether a text re- 
flects a writer’s “true” or “honest” voice or whether it reflects the 
discourse practices of larger groups rather than the work of an in- 
dividual “author.” (See Elbow, “Introduction,” for a discussion of 
some of these issues.) For us, these criticisms are beside the point. 
Whatever the source of voice, whether or not we can determine if a 
voice is “true,” it is still useful to accept Walker Gibson’s premise 
(1969) that a text can reflect an attitude toward an audience and 
toward a subject. Readers’ perceptions of this attitude will influ- 
ence their willingness to accept or act upon the message(s) con- 
veyed through a text. 
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Visual Information. Of all the principles mentioned above, this may 
seem the most counterintuitive. Most discussions of rhetorical theory 
focus on verbal arguments rather than visual elements of a text. 
And certainly the most widely used composition texts have little or 
nothing to say about the use of images, format, or typography. But 
in the remainder of this chapter, we will try to show that visual 
elements are fundamental to observing all the previously mentioned 
rhetorical principles, moving from given to new, creating dissonance, 
and so forth. 



Texts and Analysis 

To show how the preceding principles apply to both visual and 
verbal information, we analyze a series of texts, beginning with a 
student’s response to a type of assignment that is often done in 
composition classes. The student text “Schizophrenia: What It 
Looks Like, and How It Feels” is reprinted in the chapter “Ex- 
plaining a Concept” in Axelrod and Cooper’s St. Martin’s Guide 
to Writing (5th ed.). In an attempt to match the basic purpose 
and type of subject matter of “Schizophrenia,” we selected two 
additional texts that sought to explain a concept related to men- 
tal health. One of these additional texts is a student-written bro- 
chure titled “What, Me Depressed?” The other is an article from 
Science, “Linking Mind and Brain in the Study of Mental Ill- 
nesses: A Project for a Scientific Psychopathology.” 

All of these texts exemplify characteristics that Axelrod and 
Cooper ascribe to explanatory discourse. The texts speak au- 
thoritatively, drawing information from well-established sources 
and providing the kinds of details that should be both engaging 
and informative to an audience that knows less about the sub- 
jects than the authors do. Both the organization and the content 
of these texts enable readers to understand the topics under dis- 
cussion “without too much uncertainty or frustration” (168). In 
short, all of these texts accomplish the fundamental goal of ex- 
planatory discourse — “educating” readers (157) in ways that will 
“interest and inform” them (168). 

In working toward this common goal, however, these texts 
vary widely in their use of visual information. The essay “Schizo- 
phrenia” has the standard look of a college essay — long passages 
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of text interrupted only by paragraph indentations. The brochure 
“What, Me Depressed?” has a very different appearance, mak- 
ing extensive use of visual elements such as headings, bulleted 
lists, photos, and variations in typeface. The magazine article 
Linking Mind and Brain” lies somewhere between the extremes 
represented by the student essay and the brochure, although it 
has more in common with the brochure than one might initially 
think. By discussing the “Schizophrenia” text first, we follow 
our own advice and move from the familiar or given to the new, 
that is, from familiar-looking college essays to texts whose ap- 
pearance may be quite different from the student work that col- 
lege instructors often see. Throughout this analysis, we use 
boldface and italics to highlight strategies writers use in enacting 
key integrative principles. 

“Schizophrenia: What It Looks Like, How It Feels” 

Although the audience for this essay is never explicitly identified, 
Axelrod and Cooper tell us that the student author, Veronica 
Murayama, composed the piece “as a first year college student” 
(173). Presumably, her audience consisted of her instructor and, 
perhaps, her classmates — an audience that might have many of 
the characteristics Axelrod and Cooper attribute to readers of 
explanatory discourse. These readers 

♦ Have relatively little detailed information about the topic and, 
hence, depend on the writer for a thorough, fair discussion of 
the topic; 

♦ Are not especially interested in the writer’s personal opinions or 
feelings; 

♦ Value information that is “novel or surprising” (191); 

♦ May become impatient when they cannot readily see what the 
author is getting at or where the discussion is headed. 

In trying to reach this audience, Murayama makes skillful use of 
all the integrative principles mentioned earlier. She does this pri- 
marily through her written text, although visual elements con- 
tribute in several ways to the overall effect of the piece and further 

240 
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Some mental illnesses, like depression, are more com- 
mon than schizophrenia, but few are more severe. A 
schizophrenic has delusions and hallucinations, behaves 
in bizarre ways, talks incoherently, expresses little feel- 
ing or else feelings inappropriate to the situation, and is 
incapable of normal social interactions. Because these symptoms are so severe, about half 
the hospitalized mentally ill in America are schizophrenics. Only 1 percent of Americans 
(between 2 and 3 million) are schizophrenic, and yet they occupy about one-fourth of the 
available beds in our hospitals (“Schizophrenic,” 1987, p. 1533). Up to 40 percent of the 
homeless may be schizophrenic (King, 1989, p. 97). 

Schizophrenia has been recognized for centuries, and as early as the seventeenth 
century its main symptoms, course of development, and outcome were described. The 
term schizophreniB, first used in 1908, refers to the disconnection or splitting of the mind 
that seems basic to all the various forms of the disease. It strikes both men and women, 
usually during adolescence or early adulthood, and is found all over the world. Treatment 
may include chemotherapy, electroconvulsive therapy, psychotherapy, and counseling. 
Hospitalization is ordinarily required, but usually not for more than a few months. It seems 
that about a third of patients recover completely and the rest can eventually have “a rea- 
sonable life adjustment,” but some effect of the illness nearly always remains, most com- 
monly lack of feeling and reduced drive or ambition (“Schizophrenic,” 1987, pp. 1533, 
1537-1539). Schizophrenia hits adolescents especially hard, and the effect on their fami- 
lies can be disastrous. 

Though much is known about schizophrenia and treatment is reasonably effective, 
specialists still argue about its causes. For example, various researchers blame an unsat- 
isfactory family life in which one or both parents suffer from some form of mental illness 
(Lidz, 1 973), some combination of genetic inheritance and family life (“Schizophrenic,” 1987, 
p. 1534; “Schizophrenia,” 1987, p. 192), or “an early developmental neuropat hological pro- 
cess” that results in reduced size of certain brain areas (Suddath, Cristison, Torrey, Casanova, 

& Weinberger, 1990, p. 793). What is known and agreed on, however, is what schizophre- 
nia looks like to an observer and what it feels like to a sufferer, and these are what I want to 
focus on in this essay. I have always believed that when people have knowledge about any 
type of human suffering, they are more likely to be sympathetic with the sufferer. Schizo- 
phrenic symptoms are not attractive, but they are easy to understand. The medical manu- 
als classify them approximately as follows: bizarre delusions, prominent hallucinations, 
confusion about identity, unconnected speech, inappropriate affect, disturbances in psy- 
chomotor behavior, impaired interpersonal functioning, and reduced drive. 

Schizophrenics themselves experience the disease to a large extent as delusional 
thinking. For example, one woman said, “If I see a phone, I can talk on it without picking it 
up, immediately, anywhere in the world. But 1 don’t abuse it. I’m authorized by AT&T. In the 
Yukon. And RCA” (Shane, 1987). It is common for schizophrenics to have delusions that 
they are being persecuted — that people are spying on them, spreading false stories about 
them, or planning to harm them. Events, objects, or people may be given special threaten- 
ing significance, as when a patient believes a television commentator is making fun of him. 
Other delusions are very likely: “the belief or experience that one’s thoughts, as they occur, 
are broadcast from one’s head to the external world so that others can hear them; that 
thoughts that are not one’s own are inserted into one’s mind; that thoughts have been 
removed from one’s head; or that one’s feelings, impulses, thoughts, or actions are not 
one’s own, but are imposed by some external force” (“Schizophrenia,” 1987, p. 188). Some- 
times delusions are grandiose, as when a patient thinks that he is the Messiah and will 
save the world or that she is the center of a conspiracy. A woman patient wrote, “I want a 
revolution, a great uprising to spread over the entire world and overthrow the whole social 

order Not for the love of adventure! No, no! Call it unsatisfied urge to action, if you like, 

indomita ble ambition” (cited in Lidz, 1973, p. 134). 

Figure 10.1. Page 1 of Veronica Murayama's college paper, "*Schizophre- 
nia: What It Looks Like, How It Feels.” 




SCHIZOPHRENIA: WHAT IT 
LOOKS LIKE, HOW IT FEELS 
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illustrate the integrative principles. Figure 10.1 is a reproduction 
of the opening portion of Murayama’s essay. 



Given/New 

Throughout the text, Murayama does a fine job of using visual 
and textual information to establish common ground with her 
readers before moving them on to new insights. Although the 
visual appearance of her essay is not as dramatic as that of the 
brochure “What, Me Depressed?”, this appearance is not trivial. 
The very look of Murayama’s essay will seem familiar and reas- 
suring to many college faculty. She avoids flamboyant or dra- 
matic visual information, choosing instead to rely on more 
subdued visual qualities that her readers are likely to value. Her 
essay has the appearance many teachers associate with carefully 
done college writing— long stretches of text interrupted by para- 
graph indentations rather than by headings or bulleted lists. Type 
style and format vary only in the references section, where these 
variations are dictated by scholarly custom rather than an indi- 
vidual writer’s preferences. Granted, these visual appearances will 
get students only so far; they will not compensate for a discus- 
sion that is superficial, disorganized, or unclear. But they can 
begin establishing common ground before the reader actually 
reads a word of the text, in effect saying to the reader, “You and 
I have some things in common; we both know what a careful, 
rational explanation should look like, and we value the conven- 
tions that contribute to this appearance.” 

In her written text, Murayama continues to develop com- 
mon bonds with her readers. She explores the topic (see the Top- 
ics section below) in ways that suggest a rational, dispassionate 
approach to a topic that could have been treated in a highly emo- 
tional, even sensationalized, manner. In addition, the introduc- 
tory section of her piece includes references to concepts, 
experiences, or values that her audience should be able to relate 
to. Murayama includes terminology that almost any reader might 
associate with mental illness (“delusions and hallucinations,” 
“bizarre” behavior, “psychotherapy”). She refers to sights the 
reader is likely to have seen, such as homeless people on city 
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streets. And she asserts an attitude her readers might be able to 
share: “I have always believed that when people have knowledge 
about any type of human suffering, they are more likely to be 
sympathetic with the sufferer.” 

At the paragraph and sentence level, Murayama routinely 
establishes common ground and then leads the reader to new 
and often surprising information. As a rule, her paragraphs move 
from a concept the reader may be familiar with to specific ex- 
amples that are likely to be new to the reader. In her fourth para- 
graph, for example, she illustrates the familiar phrase “delusional 
thinking” with details that go well beyond what readers are likely 
to mean when they casually refer to someone deluding him- or 
herself. At the sentence level, she generally structures her sen- 
tences so that they move from old information to new, referring 
at the beginning of one sentence to information that has been 
introduced in a previous sentence. (See, for example, the first 
two sentences of her essay.) 

Dissonance 

Murayama does not go to great lengths to create dissonance in 
either the visual or the verbal elements of this piece. There is 
nothing about the look of the piece that would startle readers or 
grab their attention. Similarly, the introductory section of the 
text presents no dramatic conflicts. She makes no direct chal- 
lenges to a reader’s (mis)perceptions, nor does she locate her dis- 
cussion in the context of a scholarly argument (Some people think 
X is true, but really Y is true.). 

Given her audience and purpose, none of this is really neces- 
sary. Because Murayama can assume that her readers are predis- 
posed to learn about this topic, she does not have to create 
powerful dissonances in order to gain their attention. Although 
she must create enough dissonance to keep her discussion engag- 
ing as well as informative, she needs to stop well short of the 
sensational. Murayama effectively balances these two needs by 
(1) mentioning facts that her readers are likely to find disturbing 
but not personally threatening (e. g., that about 40 percent of the 
homeless are schizophrenic), and (2) using elaboration that gives 
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new, surprising meaning to concepts that already exist in her read- 
ers’ minds. (See, for example, the previous discussion of delu- 
sional thinking.) 

Orgamzation/Accessibility 

In her effort to help readers see what to expect or find what they 
are looking for, Murayama uses only two types of visual cues — 
paragraph indentation and the traditional format for references. 
As noted earlier, she avoids other visual cues such as headings, 
bulleted lists, variations in typeface — a wise decision, most likely, 
since such cues may strike some of her readers as less appropri- 
ate for college essays than for journalism or technical communi- 
cation. 

Although she limits her use of visual cues, Murayama makes 
extensive and effective use of verbal cues that keep readers from 
becoming confused or frustrated as they try to follow her discus- 
sion. Throughout her essay, she uses forecasting words, phrases, 
and clauses. In the third paragraph, for example, she sets up the 
entire piece with the following phrases (the critical words have 
been underlined): “what schizophrenia looks like to an observer 
and what it feels like to a sufferer"^-, “manuals classify [symp- 
toms] approximately as follows: bizarre delusions, prominent 
hallucinations ...”). In subsequent paragraphs, she discusses 
each of these symptoms and shows how each symptom is experi- 
enced by both an observer and a schizophrenic. 

She also does a good job of putting key points at the begin- 
ning of paragraphs and linking those points to forecasting words. 
For example, in the last paragraph of the excerpt presented in 
Figure 10.1, Murayama asserts, “ Schizophrenics themselves ex- 
perience the disease to a large extent as delusional thinking .” 
These underlined phrases clearly echo forecasting phrases men- 
tioned in the preceding paragraph of her essay. 

Murayama is also skillful in creating and fulfilling expecta- 
tions at the sentence level. She does this by elaborating on points 
she puts in the emphatic part of the sentence (that is, at the end). 
For instance, she ends one sentence (“Schizophrenics also present 
themselves in inappropriate ways, referred to as ‘inappropriate 
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affect’”) by putting the phrase “inappropriate affect” in the em- 
phatic position. By placing this emphasis on a term that may well 
be unfamiliar to a nonspecialist, she creates the expectation that 
she will elaborate on it, which she does in the next sentence, 
noting that “Their voices are often monotonous and their faces 
expressionless.''' 

Topic 

On the face of it, visual elements may seem to have no connec- 
tion with Murayama’s exploration of her topic. Certainly these 
elements have less influence here than they do in the brochure 
and scholarly article. Yet Murayama is working within a for- 
mat — that of the classroom essay — that both enables and con- 
strains her exploration of her topic in ways that seem highly 
appropriate, given her apparent audience. As will become appar- 
ent in the subsequent discussion of the brochure “What, Me 
Depressed?,” this essay format allows her more space — literally 
the opportunity to use more words — than does a brochure. Fur- 
thermore, the essay format helps free Murayama from the obli- 
gation to present information in the short, easily digestible blocks 
of text that typically appear in brochures. 

On the other hand, the classroom essay — at least for most 
composition classes — usually allows a writer less space than a 
scholarly article. “Choose a manageable topic,” we often tell stu- 
dents, a topic they can cover thoroughly in the relatively brief 
space (usually well under ten pages) we can read carefully. Espe- 
cially in dealing with student writing, some limitation on page 
length is a good idea. More is not always better. But the space 
limitations we usually impose do influence the scope of students 
topics and the extent to which they can elaborate and pursue 
finer points of their topic. 

Just as the format of Murayama’s work should seem familiar 
and congenial to her intended readers, her written text shows her 
using strategies that are consistent with what readers might ex- 
pect to find in a rational, authoritative explanation of a concept. 
She draws on multiple sources, ranging from a newspaper and a 
popular magazine to research and theory from the field of men- 
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tal health. She relates her topic, schizophrenia, to another topic 
(depression) with which her readers may be more familiar. She 
uses quotes and examples that vividly dramatize the nature of 
the disease (in effect, she follows the admonition “show, don’t 
tell”). And she makes good use of classification, not only men- 
tioning different types of symptoms (e. g., delusional thinking) 
but also setting up subcategories (e. g., different types of delu- 
sions). 

Voice 

By this point in the analysis of Murayama’s essay, her voice or 
stance toward audience and subject seems clear. Throughout the 
piece, she keeps a certain distance from her subject and remains 
solicitous of her readers. She does not talk about her own opin- 
ions, feelings, or experiences, choosing instead to introduce us to 
concepts that have been thoroughly studied and agreed upon by 
authorities in the field. Yet she does not seem unfeeling. In dis- 
cussing delusional behavior, Murayama cites this remark from 
one patient: “If I see a phone, I can talk on it without picking it 
up, immediately, anywhere in the world.” Had Murayama 
stopped with this information, the patient would have been little 
more than a curiosity, a bizarre example. But Murayama includes 
a further, more humanizing comment from the patient: “But I 
don’t abuse it [her power]. I’m authorized by AT&T.” By includ- 
ing this additional comment, Murayama attributes to the patient 
an admirable trait (a reluctance to take advantage of others), 
thereby suggesting that Murayama may have a degree of sympa- 
thy for people who suffer from schizophrenia. 

Her solicitous stance toward her readers manifests itself in a 
number of ways. We have already seen how she accommodates 
her readers’ expectations and values in her choice of format and 
in her exploration of the topic. Further, she defines specialized 
terms that may be peculiar to this topic, yet she avoids insulting 
her readers’ intelligence by omitting definitions of terms that are 
likely to be familiar to people whose backgrounds and interests 
would lead them to read about this topic in this format. Finally, 
her solicitous attitude seems apparent in the fact that she makes 
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the essay accessible and by creating and fulfilling clear expecta- 
tions. 

'"What, Me Depressed?'' 

In some respects, the audience for this brochure by Heather Sad- 
dler (reprinted with permission) is similar to the audience 
Murayama is addressing. Saddler’s audience is not interested in 
Saddler’s personal feelings or experiences; instead, her readers 
need an authoritative, reliable discussion of a topic they may know 
little about. Yet even with these similarities, Saddler’s readers seem 
different from Murayama ’s in that they 

♦ Are harried almost to the point of distraction, beset by a number 
of day-to-day obligations that compete with Saddler’s text for 
their attention; 

♦ Do not seem especially concerned with scholarly documentation 
for claims; 

♦ Appear to have neither time nor inclination to reflect dispassion- 
ately on topics that are unrelated to their day-to-day lives; 

♦ May be assuming that their day-to-day lives are untouched by 
depression or, indeed, by any form of mental illness; 

♦ May need to use this information as a basis for deciding whether 
they should consult a doctor about depression as a possible cause 
of symptoms they are experiencing. 

In light of this audience, Saddler’s rhetorical task is different from 
and in some ways more difficult than Murayama’s. Like 
Murayama, Saddler must inform and engage her readers. But 
these readers may have no inclination to read about depression, 
and they are likely to encounter the brochure in a context in 
which they are highly distracted — they may be dealing with a 
child running amok in a doctor’s waiting room or writing a check 
while standing at the receptionist’s counter where several bro- 
chures may be displayed. Consequently, the task of gaining and 
holding their attention seems formidable indeed. See Figure 10.2 
for the first several pages of Saddler’s brochure. 
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Figure 10.2. Several pages of Heather Saddler's brochure, ''What, Me Depressed? 
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Given/New 

In light of the audience and context mentioned earlier, Saddler 
has to work doubly hard to find common ground with her read- 
ers, convincing them that an abstract, esoteric topic may have 
direct bearing on their immediate situation. To do this, she relies 
heavily on both visual and verbal cues to establish rapport with 
her readers and, subsequently, move them beyond their “given,” 
their understanding of their own situation and the disease that is 
depression. 

She begins establishing this rapport by including a photo- 
graph that ostensibly has nothing to do with the topic at hand 
but that actually reflects personal relationships the reader is likely 
to value. People in the photograph appear to be family members 
who are happy and comfortable with each other; at least during 
the moment the picture was taken, they are physically close, the 
adults smiling and holding their children. Further, Saddler uses a 
familiar, unintimidating format, one that typically presents tech- 
nical information in relatively short chunks, makes key facts or 
points easy to find through the use of bulleted lists, and uses 
headings that anticipate a reader’s likely questions. In effect, this 
format lets Saddler say, “I am not coming from the world of 
scientific research. I am coming from your world; I understand 
your harried lifestyle. Although I have access to specialized infor- 
mation, I am not a medical expert who will insist that you enter 
my discourse community in order to find out what I have to say. 
To the contrary, I am on your side, eager to present specialized 
information in ways that will be readily comprehensible and use- 
ful to you.” 

To continue to develop this personal rapport, Saddler uses 
many of the same verbal strategies that appear in Murayama’s 
essay. She refers to things her readers are likely to have experi- 
enced — everyday complaints such as fatigue, muscle pain, even 
the occasional sleepless night, all of which are familiar to people 
who are not suffering from depression. She also refers to an as- 
sumption her readers are likely to share: that the clinical term 
depression applies only to people who are unable to function, 
spending most of their time sleeping or crying; everyone else just 
has a case of the “blues.” Given this assumption, Saddler antici- 
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pates her readers’ likely reaction to her brochure: “That’s cer- 
tainly not me!” In general, her sentences move from given in- 
formation to new, and in the introductory scenario under the 
family photo, she sequences her sentences so they lead from a 
familiar, mundane experience f“you haven’t quite been yourself 
lately”) to a novel interpretation of that experience (the “star- 
tling news” that the reader “may be suffering from depression”). 

Dissonance 

Because of her readers and the physical context in which they are 
likely to encounter this text, Saddler, like Murayama, has to work 
hard to create a sense of dissonance that will impel her readers to 
pick up the brochure and read it carefully. Thus it is not surpris- 
ing that Saddler combines both visual and verbal information to 
challenge the reader’s personal feelings, values, and understand- 
ings. 

As noted earlier, the photograph of the family creates com- 
mon ground with her readers. But when Saddler juxtaposes that 
picture against written text (the title of the brochure, “What, Me 
Depressed?”), she implies a threat to the feelings of warmth and 
security suggested by the picture. This family’s situation may not 
be quite as pleasant and comforting as it seems. Further, she uses 
visual cues to emphasize aspects of the written text that may 
heighten readers’ sense of dissonance. She uses large, boldface 
type to emphasize questions she hopes the reader will consider, 
and she poses those questions as headings — using white space as 
well as typeface to highlight those questions — for different sec- 
tions of text. This is apparent in the heading “So, what is depres- 
sion?” in the second column and in such subsequent headings as 
“Do I really need an anti-depressant?” and “Are there any side 
effects?” Finally, she uses bullets to highlight phenomena (the 
symptoms of depression) that she wants readers to consider in a 
new light. 

To further her readers’ personal sense of dissonance, Saddler 
begins with a scenario that sounds familiar (a visit to a doctor’s 
office for minor complaints) and then gives that scenario a star- 
tling twist, presenting a new interpretation of familiar experi- 
ences. Other dissonances are explicit and directly related to the 
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readers. For example, Saddler mentions disparities or conflicts 
between readers’ likely misconceptions and the actual nature of 
depression. Contrary to what readers may think, depression is 
not an example of personal weakness that can be handled by 
simply trying to “snap out of it.” 

Accessibility 

As does Murayama, Saddler makes it easy for readers to see what 
she is getting at. In several respects, this “seeing” is quite literal. 
She structures her discussion around questions the reader is likely 
to ask, and she makes it easy for readers to find those questions, 
marking them in ways that have already been mentioned. This 
structure makes it easy for her harried readers to focus directly 
on issues that concern them and ignore the rest. And, again as 
already noted, she highlights key information about the symp- 
toms of depression by placing them in a bulleted list, thereby 
enabling readers to find out quickly whether they may be suffer- 
ing from depression. Saddler also uses different type styles to 
indicate different kinds of information: her introductory scenario 
is in italics; most of the immediately pertinent technical informa- 
tion appears in regular type; and on a subsequent page of the 
brochure, she marks background information by printing it in a 
shaded box. 

In the text itself, she uses several strategies that should make 
it easy for her distracted audience to see what she is getting at 
and what they should expect in subsequent passages of text. She 
gets right to the point (e.g., “clinical depression is much more 
serious than a case of the blues”). And she follows through on 
expectations created by material appearing in the emphatic part 
of the sentence (e.g., having ended one sentence with an asser- 
tion about the seriousness of depression, she goes on in the next 
to elaborate on that seriousness: “In short, depression is the re- 
sult of certain biologic and social forces . . . ”). 

Topic 

As does Murayama, Saddler presents a good bit of authoritative- 
sounding factual information. Although she does not cite schol- 
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arly sources for her claims, she does appear quite knowledge- 
able, not only mentioning details readers are familiar with but 
also linking them with authoritative statistics (e.g., the number 
of women who suffer from depression). Like Murayama, Sad- 
dler defines specialized terms (e.g., depression, seratonin) and 
provides quotes (albeit hypothetical) and examples. 

But in many respects, Saddler’s exploration of her topic is 
much more personal than Murayama ’s. This personal quality is 
apparent in her selection of the photograph with which the bro- 
chure opens. People in this photograph are regular looking — 
reasonably attractive but not fashion models, the sort of 
middle-class people one might see working in a front yard or at a 
church or neighborhood meeting. Their very typicality readily 
enables a middle-class reader to identify with them personally. 

This photograph and the scenario that follows it clearly 
ground the discussion in the realm of daily life rather than in that 
of scientific inquiry. Many of her sentences focus on human be- 
ings doing something rather than on abstract concepts. And even 
when she narrates a scientific process— e.g., her explanation of 
“how anti-depressants work” — she does so in anthropomorphic 
terms (e.g., “Seratonin neurons set the overall or activity level of 
other regulatory systems”). When she defines a specialized term, 
she does so to correct a misperception a lay person might have. 

Voice 

As is the case in other texts analyzed in this chapter, much of 
what there is to say about voice in this brochure is already im- 
plied in earlier discussions. To use Walker Gibson’s term, Saddler 
seems “close” to both reader and subject. She uses personal pro- 
nouns and conversational diction (“haven’t quite been yourself”; 
“we all get the blues”), and talks in terms of what the reader may 
be experiencing or may need to do to combat depression. She is 
even more solicitous of her readers’ time and energy than is 
Murayama, giving visual cues (indentation, white space, differ- 
ent typefaces, bullets) that help a busy reader find key points 
easily. She presents her explanation in a brochure format, thereby 
obligating herself to present information in relatively brief chunks 
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of text that can be readily absorbed by readers with multiple 
demands on their time and attention. 

^%inking Mind and Brain in the Study of Mental 
Illnesses: A Project for a Scientific Psychopathology” 

This article, which appeared in the magazine Science^ seems ad- 
dressed to an audience having more in common with Murayama’s 
readers than with Saddler’s. (Figure 10.3 is the first page of this 
article.) Author Nancy Andreasen appears to assume that her 
readers 

♦ Have both time and inclination to follow a detailed, complicated 
discussion; 

♦ Value scholarship for its intrinsic interest rather than for its im- 
mediate applications; 

♦ May know relatively little about the specific topic at hand but 
know a good bit about related fields and about scientific meth- 
odology. 

Given/New 

In many ways, Nancy Andreasen ’s article contrasts dramatically 
with Saddler’s brochure, differing not only in content and tone 
but also in visual appearance. Yet, as does Saddler’s brochure, 
Andreasen’s piece combines both textual and visual features to 
develop common ground with readers, saying, in effect, “I am 
one of you. We share many assumptions, values, and background 
knowledge. I differ from you in my expertise on this specific topic. 
But otherwise, you and I are peers, perhaps even colleagues; we 
are all comfortable in the world of scientific research and are 
ready to take a long, careful look at an esoteric subject.” 

Much of this common ground is established in the way 
Andreasen explores her topic (discussed below). However, a good 
bit of common ground comes from the values implicit in both 
the words and visual appearance of the article. Frequently, 
Andreasen alludes to values that are likely to be shared by her 
readers. She assumes, for example, that her readers will appreci- 
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Linking Mind and Brain in the Study of Mental 
Illnesses: A Project for a Scientific 
Psychopathology 

Nancy C. Andreasen 



Brain resaarch on mental illnesses has made substantial advances In recent years, 
supported by conceptual and technological developments in cognitive neuroscience. 
Brain-based cognitive models of illnesses such as schizophrenia and depression have 
been tested with a variety of techniques, including the lesion method, tract tracing, 
neuroimaging, animal modeling, single-cell recording, electrophysiology, neuropsychol- 
ogy, and experimental cognitive psychology. A relatively sophisticated picture is emerg- 
ing that conceptualizes mental illnesses as disorders of mind arising in the brain, Con- 
vergent data using multiple neuroscience techniques indicate that the neural mecha- 
nisms of mental illnesses can be understood as dysfunctions in specific neural circuits 
and that their functions and dysfunctions can be influenced or altered by a variety of 
cognitive and pharmacological factors. 



Ill lhS>5, a litcle-knuwn Viennese neuro- 
p>ychialri!>c named Sigmund Freud wrote a 
largely unnoticed work entitled A Prujeci for 
a Scientific PiycM)gy, in which he proposed 
that the cognitive mechanisms of normal 
and iihnormal mental phenomena could he 
explained thmugh orderly and rigorous 
study ot hriiin systems. Freud begun his ca- 
reer researching pharmacology (the theni- 
peiitie effects of cocaine), neurology (apha- 
sia in children), and basic neuroscience 
(staining techniques tor visualizing neu- 
rons), hut he ultimately abandoned both 
the pniject and neuropsychiatry. During the 
fin de sitfcle IWOs, however, Freud's project 
is slowly being achieved. This fruition re- 
llects the maturity of [he techniques of 
neuro.se ience. ns well as the convergence of 
ellorts from multiple domains: psychiatry. 
Cognitive psychology and neuropsychnlogy, 
and clinical and Kisic neuroscience. Models 
ol illnesfi mechanisms have been developed 
through the use of clinical observation, ex- 
perimental paradigms developed in psychol- 
i*gv, animal and human lesion studies, ana- 
tomic studies of neural circuits, neuroimag- 
ing. and behavioral neuropharmacology. 
The long-term goal is to achieve a “scien- 
tilie psychopath log^'": to identify the neural 
mechanisms of normal cognitive processes 
and to understand how' they are injured in 
mental illiie.sses. 

Tliis ovetA-iew provides a summary of 
Stime of the lunJainental conceptual issues 
that are being addressed in pursuit of this 
long-term goal. The work of neuroscientists 
studying two common mental illnesses — 
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schizophrenia and depression — illusciates 
the consensus that is developing among 
investigators who begin with different strat- 
egics originating from different disciplines 
in the broad field of cognitive neuroscience. 

Fundamental Conceptual Issues 

T/ie relationship between mind and brain. 
Mental illnesses have historically been dis- 
tinguished from other medical illnesses be- 
cause they affect the higher cognitive pro- 
cesses that are referred to as “mind." The 
relationship between mind and brain has 
been extensively discussed in contemporary 
philosophy and psychology, without any de- 
cisive resolution (1). One heuristic solu- 
Cion, therefore, is to adopt the position that 
the mind is the expression of the activity of 
the brain and that these two arc separable 
for purposes of analysis and discussion but 
inseparable in actuality. That is, mental 
phenomena arise from the brain, but mental 
experience also affects the brain, as is dem- 
onstrated by the many examples of environ- 
mental influences on brain plasticity (2). 
The aberrations of mental illnesses reflect 
abnormalities in the brain/minJ's interac- 
tion with its surrounding world; they are 
diseases of a psyche (or mind) that resides 
in that region of the soma (or body) that is 
the brain. 

Mind and brain can be studied as if they 
are separate entities, however, and this is 
reflected in the multiple and separate disci- 
plines that examine them. Each uses a dif- 
ferent language and methcxlolog>' to study 
the same quiddity. The challenge in devel- 
oping a scientific psychopathology- in the 
I99(h is to use the power of multiple disci- 
plines. The study of mind has been the prov- 



ince of cognitive psychology! which has di- 
vided mind into comptment domains of in- 
vestigation (such as memory, language, and 
attention), created theoretical systems to ex- 
plain the wotkings of those domains (con- 
structs such as memory encixiing versus re- 
tfievnl), and designed experimental piira- 
digms to test the hypotheses in human K-- 
ings and animals (3). The study of brain has 
been the province of several disciplines. 
Neuropsychology has used the lesion method 
to determine localization by ohserx ing ab- 
sence of function after injury, whereas neu- 
roanatomy and neurohiology have maprA-d 
neural development and connectivity ansi 
studied functionality in animal models (4). 
The boundaries berween all these di-wiplinc-s 
have become increasingly less distinct, how- 
ever, creating the broad discipline of cogni- 
tive neuroscience. The term “ctignitive" h:us 
deftnitioru that range from bnxid to narrow; 
its usage here is broad and refers to all activ- 
ities of mind, including emotion, perception, 
and regulation of behavior. 

Contempordry p,sychiatry studies ment.il 
illnesses as diseases that manifest as mind 
and arise from brain. It is the discipliiu- 
within cognitive neuroscience that mie- 
grates information from all thu-sv relatevi 
disciplines in order to develop models that 
explain the cognitive dysfunctioas t*f p>v- 
chiatric patients based on kra>wledgv of 
normal brain/mind funetkm. 

L/jing t/ie p/ienomenotvpe to find tfu* hii»- 
cype. There are at present rm known biiilm:- 
ical diagnostic markers for any mental ill- 
nesses except dementias such as Alzhei- 
mer's disease. The to-be-discovered lesions 
that define the remainder of mental illness, 
es are likely to be occurring at complex ot 
small-scale levels that are difficult to visu- 
alize and measure, such as the cotmeciiviiy 
of neural circuits, neuronal signaling and 
signal transduction, and abnormalities in 
genes or gene expression. Despite their l.ick 
of a defining objective index such as glii- 
cosuria is for diabetes, however, these ill- 
nesses are very real. Not only d«) they pro- 
duce substantial morbidity and mortalitv. 
but advances in psychiatric noM>logy have 
produced objective, criterion-based, usm.-: — 
mem techniques that produce reliable and 
precise diagnoses (5). In the ahsimce tif .i 
p.'ttholisgicnl nuirker, the current definitions 
of mental illnesses are syndtomal atiil are 
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Figure 10.3. Page 1 of Nancy Andreasen's Science article, ""Linking Mind 
and Brain in the Study of Mental Illnesses: A Project for a Scientific 
Psychopathology . " 



ate the need for “a defining objective index” or for an adequate 
“model” of a phenomenon that cannot be observed directly. She 
refers to such matters without explaining or justifying them. They 
are simply givens in the discourse community she and her read- 
ers inhabit. 
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The serious, thoughtful nature of this community is further 
reflected in the visual elements of the article. As with Saddler’s 
brochure, the article’s format itself becomes a given, in this case 
creating the visual impression of a scholarly journal, one whose 
contents would be taken seriously by Andreasen’s audience. Al- 
though the heading “Abstract” is not used, the piece begins with 
what is clearly an abstract, a single paragraph set apart from the 
text by its two-column line length and bold, sans serif typeface, 
not to mention the black bar that appears just below the para- 
graph. At the bottom of the first column, again set off by a black 
bar and sans serif typeface, is a brief note indicating the author’s 
scholarly affiliation. 

The scholarly nature of the piece is further emphasized by 
the columns of text that give the piece a “gray” look typical of 
scholarly articles; headings and subheadings are relatively few, 
and the visual images that do appear (toward the end of the ar- 
ticle) seem designed to convey highly technical information about 
the subject rather than to promote, say, human-interest aspects 
of the topic. Overall, the visual appearance of the page conspires 
with the written text to suggest that both writer and readers have 
the discipline and focus to persist in understanding a complex, 
technical subject with little in the way of entertainment or diver- 
sion. 



Dissonance 

As one might expect in a scholarly looking journal such as Sci- 
ence, dissonances are muted. This is not a sensationalizing jour- 
nal — it is not Parade or Psychology Today, in which readers have 
to be drawn into complicated topics with startling images or dra- 
matic challenges to what someone (the reader, other authorities) 
mistakenly believes to be true. There is virtually no dissonance in 
the visual appearance of the piece; the page design looks conven- 
tional, designed to appeal to, even reassure, a scholarly, thought- 
ful audience that there are still places where complex subjects 
will be examined in a dispassionate way. The only possible source 
of dissonance created through graphics comes late in the article, 
where Andreasen presents a series of photographs that show subtle 
differences between the neural circuits of two healthy people and 
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those of two schizophrenics. These visual differences are, at least 
to the untrained eye, so subtle as to be unrecognizable without 
the text that accompanies them. (The photographs are too small 
to reproduce in this chapter.) 

Dissonances in the written text are similarly understated. 
These dissonances are subtle, often implicit, requiring the reader 
to pay close attention and perhaps to bring a good bit of back- 
ground knowledge to the text in order to appreciate various con- 
flicts or incongruities. Some of this background knowledge is 
widely shared. Most readers, for example, would appreciate the 
incongruity of referring to Sigmund Freud as a “little-known 
Viennese neuropsychologist” — an accurate characterization of 
Freud at one stage of his career, but hardly consistent with his 
current status in the history of treatment of mental illness. 

Other dissonances arise from still more specialized knowl- 
edge that only certain readers could bring to the text. For ex- 
ample, at the end of the introductory section Andreasen remarks 
on “the consensus that is developing among investigators who 
begin with different strategies originating from different disci- 
plines. ...” Consensus sounds reassuring enough, but anyone 
who has attempted cross-disciplinary work understands that such 
consensus is usually achieved only after prolonged struggle — to 
understand another discipline’s concepts, to protect the turf of 
one’s own discipline, or even to soothe the ego of researchers 
who find that scholars in other fields may treat them with less 
deference than they have grown accustomed to from members of 
their own field. For the insider, then, this article may evoke a 
good bit of dissonance not readily accessible to outsiders. The 
insider quality of dissonance here serves, perhaps ironically, to 
heighten the bonds of the “given” or common ground. 

Accessibiuty/Organization 

Superficially, Andreasen’s article appears to have much more in 
common with Murayama’s than with Saddler’s. Although printed 
in three-column format, it is clearly a scholarly article, not a bro- 
chure, and some pages consist of lines of written text uninter- 
rupted by bullets, pictures, or headings set in a large, dramatic 
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typeface. Furthermore, Andreasen makes use of the same verbal 
strategies Murayama uses in creating and fulfilling expectations. 
She includes a number of forecasting phrases that are clearly linked 
to subsequent sections of the text. For example, the second para- 
graph includes a phrase (“fundamental conceptual issues”) that 
is echoed at the beginning of the first major section of the article. 
She routinely puts her claims at the beginning of a section of text 
(see, for example, the first sentence of paragraph 4). And she 
usually fulfills the expectations created by the material she situ- 
ates in the emphatic position at the end of a sentence. In para- 
graph 3, for instance, she notes that “mind” and “brain” are 
“separable for purposes of analysis and discussion but insepa- 
rable in actuality.” This apparent paradox creates the expecta- 
tion that she will explain her statement, which she does in the 
next sentence, “That is, . . . .” 

Despite these similarities to Murayama’s essay, some of the 
accessibility of Andreasen’s text comes from her use of the same 
kinds of visual cues that Saddler uses. Andreasen’s article incor- 
porates headings and subheadings that are given visual empha- 
sis: slightly larger boldface type for the first level headings and 
italics for the second level headings. Further, the article uses vari- 
ous visual cues to mark different types of information. The ab- 
stract is printed in dark, sans serif type, with lines extending across 
two columns. Legends for the photographs included toward the 
end of the article are also presented in sans serif type with some 
lines extending across more than one column. Although visual 
cues in the Andreasen essay are less dramatic than in the Saddler 
brochure, they are present and they help readers see what the 
author is getting at and what kind of information a reader can 
expect to find in a given section. 

Topic 

As with Murayama’s essay, the visual appearance of this piece is 
so familiar that we could overlook its significance in the explora- 
tion of the topic. In contrast to the constraints imposed by a 
brochure format, Andreasen has plenty of space to explore her 
topic fully, with no need to break it into discrete, easily digestible 
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chunks. She is able to use several graphics which reflect the im- 
personal, dispassionate exploration of subject matter apparent 
in the written text. 

In developing this sort of explanation, Andreasen does all of 
the things one would expect a writer to do in discussing “funda- 
mental conceptual issues” concerning an area of scientific inquiry. 
Although she cites some of her own research in this area, she 
rarely asserts her own opinion and provides no cues regarding 
her feelings about the prospects for “linking mind and brain.” 
She draws on a wide range of authoritative-looking sources, many 
of them published recently enough to suggest that she is up to 
date on work in this area. She categorizes scholarly work (e.g., 
that which treats mind and brain as though they can be studied 
separately and that which assumes they cannot). She defines some 
terms that may have specialized meaning in this field (e.g., phar- 
macology, in paragraph 1) and leaves undefined those terms (e.g., 
lesion method, memory encoding) whose meaning might either 
be inferred from context or be clear to someone who routinely 
reads medical research. 

Voice 

All of the preceding analysis suggests the voice of someone who 
is highly knowledgeable about the subject but not emotionally 
engaged with the topic. This detachment is suggested not only in 
ways already mentioned but also in the relative abstractness of 
Andreasen’s discussion. Following principles articulated by Joseph 
Williams and others, she gives most of her sentences an agent- 
action structure, but the agents are almost invariably abstrac- 
tions or concepts. Consider, for example, the grammatical subjects 
of clauses in the second paragraph; actions are being performed, 
but the agents are “this overview” and “the work of neuroscien- 
tists.” A human agent, Freud, appears only briefly in the early 
sentences of paragraph 1. This detachment is echoed in visual 
features that have already been mentioned: long, virtually unin- 
terrupted stretches of “gray” text and the highly detailed photo- 
graphs of neural circuits that remove any sense of “human 
interest” in the topic. 
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What We Can Do, What We Should Do 

Running throughout this discussion has been one fundamental 
assumption about our work as composition/rhetoric specialists: 
we need some principled way to help students integrate visual 
elements into their composing. In effect, it is no longer possible 
or desirable to think of ourselves strictly as “writing” teachers; 
we need to move away from the graphocentrism that currently 
dominates much of our teaching and almost all of our popular 
composition textbooks. 

This point of view, of course, invites a number of objections 
or at least caveats. For one thing, as Steve Doheny-Farina has 
pointed out, visual images can have such emotional power that 
they do not always invite careful reflection; indeed, they can sub- 
vert such reflection. This is certainly true of video or multimedia 
presentations, and it can also be true of images included in print. 
Furthermore, technologically sophisticated writers can produce 
visually attractive texts that have little substance, a situation giv- 
ing new meaning to the request for “More matter with less art.” 
And finally, there is the fact that many (most? all?) of the sophis- 
ticated graphics we see in popular media are created not by writ- 
ers but by graphic designers. It seems unlikely, for example, that 
Nancy Andreasen had much to do with the page design and ty- 
pography of her article “Linking Mind and Brain.” 

Doheny-Farina’s point about visual information is undoubt- 
edly true. But it also applies to features of written text: careful 
reflection can be thwarted by the use of emotionally loaded lan- 
guage, by the selection and manipulation of “facts,” or by the 
unacknowledged use of dubious assumptions. As is the case with 
every other communicative practice, students need to learn to 
use visual elements ethically as well as effectively. 

As for the prospect of students’ using visuals to give their, 
written work an attractive appearance in order to mask superfi- 
ciality or disorganization, that prospect is already a reality. Stu- 
dents who do not have access to a computer often do have access 
to a local typing service, where computer operators can manipu- 
late line length and typeface, even managing to stretch a two- 
page paper so that it appears to satisfy a minimum requirement 
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of a three-page paper. One way or another, students have access 
to all sorts of visual devices. And even students who have a great 
deal to say — students such as Veronica Murayama — make effec- 
tive use of these devices. The look of her essay may not have been 
a conscious choice. That is, she may not have considered turning 
in a brochure or a hypermedia text instead of creating a conven- 
tional college essay. But the visual appearance of her work repre- 
sents a set of choices, not a set of constraints that must govern all 
the writing people do in college or in life. Surely our responsibil- 
ity as teachers of rhetoric and composition is to help students 
understand what their options are in a given situation and make 
full use of all the communicative resources that exist in our cul- 
ture. 

Important as these options are, it is true that writers may 
have little to say about how their work appears on the printed 
page of a magazine. Yet it is also true that much of the world’s 
writing is done by people who do not consider themselves “writ- 
ers” but who nonetheless need to communicate effectively through 
their written texts. As Janice Redish and colleagues have shown, 
these nonprofessional writers often need to use page design, graph- 
ics, and type style to make their messages clear and accessible. 
And, of course, we need to consider the relationship between 
writing and reading. As students learn to make wise use of visual 
elements in their own writing, they can also develop a critical 
awareness of ways other people are using those elements to ad- 
vance their own ends. 

In essence, then, we argue that teachers of rhetoric and com- 
position find themselves and their students already immersed in 
a world in which visual elements are central to communication 
even though most of us have no training to help us function ef- 
fectively in this world. Perhaps the integrative principles described 
in this chapter will constitute a bridge of shared features linking 
the visual and the verbal, a bridge that will help us cross into a 
new conception of our work as teachers, scholars, and “writ- 
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Chapter Eleven 



Inventing the American Research 
University: Nineteenth-Century 
American Science and the New 
Middle Class 



he American perspective of the history of science, as exem- 



plified in Reingold’s Science in Nineteenth-Century America, 
generally begins with British and European “great men of sci- 
ence” such as Copernicus, Newton, and Darwin, then moves al- 
most immediately to Watson and Crick and onto twentieth- 
century Americans, primarily at large research institutions.^ This 
pattern indicates four assumptions about American science: first, 
a seamless and natural transition from seventeenth-, eighteenth-, 
and nineteenth-century British and European scientists (prima- 
rily British) to twentieth-century American scientists; second, a 
parallel development of science in the nineteenth century in Great 
Britain and the United States (i.e., similar cultural and economic 
forces in operation); third, the inferiority of American science 
until the twentieth century; and fourth, the natural evolution of 
the American research institution from European models. Given 
these assumptions, we seem to have little reason to examine nine- 
teenth-century American science or its relationship to the devel- 
opment of the modern American research university. However, 
closer examination of the actual players on either side of the At- 
lantic reveals distinct class differences between American and 
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British scientists, and, consequently, very different motivations 
and arguments for advancing science. Such an examination also 
reveals quite different outcomes in regard to how science devel- 
oped and how it achieved its place in the modern American uni- 
versity. 

For the most part, British scientists before the twentieth cen- 
tury were gentlemen with enough leisure and curiosity to won- 
der how the world worked and with enough money to pursue 
the answers. American scientists prior to the twentieth century, 
on the other hand, were middle-class men with enough curiosity 
to wonder how to make the world work better and with enough 
hope to believe the answers would result in both money and lei- 
sure. In other words, American scientists had a distinctly practi- 
cal bent; they seemed more interested in scientific invention than 
in theories. In this chapter, we argue that the distinct characteris- 
tics of American science, which were closely tied to middle-class 
values, played an important role in transforming the traditional 
liberal arts college into the American research university. 

Discovering how science was established in American uni- 
versities entails considering the larger social and cultural con- 
texts for this establishment and the rhetoric that surrounds and 
supports those contexts. In The Cultural Meaning of the Scien- 
tific Revolution, Margaret Jacob argues that genius or persever- 
ance alone cannot account for the place achieved by or the 
meaning assigned to science in our culture; larger historical/con- 
textual factors must be considered in any attempt to account for 
the integration and use of science in contemporary American 
society (4-5). Far from a haphazard occurrence, the integration 
of science into American universities was a purposeful strategy 
that resulted from the interrelationships among various social 
and cultural influences. These influences are apparent in the rheto- 
ric that situates science in the university; they acted persuasively 
to effect change in late nineteenth-century American culture and 
education. 

The shift in American scientific activity in the late nineteenth 
century is thus best understood as rhetorical. We argue that the 
proponents of science acted rhetorically in securing the position 
of science in the university. First, they appealed to the values of 
the developing middle class, and then they negotiated the con- 
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trasting rhetorics of pure and applied science, thus redefining the 
meaning and role of higher education in American society. We 
examine the goals and structure of the early American liberal 
arts college; scientific activity before the modern university, con- 
trasting the American and the British developments of science; 
the growing number of young middle-class men; and, finally, the 
goals and structures of the modern research university, looking 
in particular at the development of Johns Hopkins University, 
which is considered the first modern American research univer- 
sity. 

America’s “Old Time” College: 

Ancient Authority and Mental Discipline 

To understand how science gained dominance in the modern 
American university, we must first understand the goals, struc- 
tures, and values of the earlier liberal arts college, what Bledstein 
calls the “Old Time College.” A careful analysis of these factors 
reveals that the assumptions underlying the goals and structure 
of the old time colleges were antithetical to the development of a 
curriculum with science at its center. 

A Religious Education 

From the founding of Harvard in 1636 up through the beginning 
of the nineteenth century, most colleges in America were estab- 
lished and run by religious institutions. Naturally, this founda- 
tion affected the goals of the university in terms of curriculum. 
According to New England’s First Fruits, the first generation of 
New Englanders wanted “to advance learning and perpetuate it 
to posterity; dreading to leave an illiterate ministry to the churches 
when our present ministers shall lie in the dust” (qtd. in Hofstadter 
and Hardy 1). William and Mary’s charter was established so 
“that the church of Virginia may be furnished with a seminary of 
Ministries of the gospel and that the youth may be piously edu- 
cated in good letters and manners” (qtd. in Hofstadter and Hardy 
2). Yale’s objectives are also to make their students “fitted for 
publick employment in both church and civil state” (qtd. in 
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Hofstadter and Hardy 2). As other scholars have noted (Bledstein; 
Veysey; Dewey), a broader survey of college charters would find 
similar goals for students: to prepare them as ministers and lead- 
ers in educated society. These goals led to a four-year regime of 
classical training for children of the American gentry to promote 
piety and strength of character. Even faculty were selected and 
rewarded not on the basis of their scholarship and expertise, but 
on the basis of their moral character — practices influenced by a 
theological orthodoxy that characterized seventeenth-century 
Puritan society (Veysey 25, 45). Scientific knowledge, in particu- 
lar, was viewed as suspect and often as unnecessary; the human 
soul was the vital force that activated mind and body, and sci- 
ence could not measure the soul or discover its properties ^ (Veysey 
22). In short, the role of education was not to teach science but 
to develop the mental and moral faculties of the soul. 

However, in some ways the religious training itself did not 
undercut the study of science as much as the goals that old time 
colleges shared with established British universities. Although 
placing a heavier emphasis on moral goodness, the old time col- 
leges’ goals of preparing sons for the ministry or for society were 
much the same as the goals of the universities in England that 
trained the sons of aristocracy and gentry for their place in soci- 
ety. The similarities became more marked over time when the 
percentage of graduates who trained for the ministry dropped 
from approximately 70 percent in the beginning (approximately 
1650 to 1700) to less than 10 percent at the beginning of the 
nineteenth century (Hofstadter and Hardy 6-7). 

Furthermore, the educated leaders in early colonial America 
were often from the gentry or wealthy merchant class and there- 
fore had been educated in established British universities, such as 
Cambridge (John Winthorpe and Roger Williams) or Oxford 
(Richard Mather). Naturally, they looked to their own education 
for a pattern on which to establish the new universities. Harvard’s 
charter, for example, is very similar to Cambridge’s. The founders’ 
desire to recreate Cambridge prompted them to change the town’s 
name from Newtowne to Cambridge in honor of some of the 
founders’ alma mater. Not surprisingly, the founders borrowed 
the British universities’ curriculum and their teaching methods. 
Therefore, the old time colleges offered a curriculum consisting 
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of the medieval liberal arts. Students were expected to know Latin 
and Greek and, later, mathematics. They continued the study they 
had begun in their grammar schools and were taught primarily 
through lectures and drills. 

An Upper-Class Education 

This educational system, however, was more than the routine of 
the way things were done. It was built on aristocratic assump- 
tions about education and truth that privileged the status quo. 
And in privileging the status quo, it ran contrary to the goals and 
purposes of modern science. As Hofstadter and Hardy have ar- 
gued, important assumptions underlie this type of educational 
system: assumptions about whom education is for, what knowl- 
edge is, and how students learn (11-15). The question about 
whom education was for in the old time colleges is the easiest to 
answer: “Education was for gentlemen; it was designed to create 
among them a common core of central knowledge that would 
make them a community of the educated” (11). This assumption 
made education a form of initiation, not a quest for knowledge. 
As this education was an entrance to an already established 
lifestyle, knowledge had no practical application beyond the abil- 
ity to speak, read, and write like a gentleman. What counted as 
knowledge was also clearly laid out. According to Hofstadter 
and Hardy, “a particular conception of knowledge was also tac- 
itly or explicitly assumed. Knowledge was thought of as a certain 
more or less fixed quantum of truth” (14). Clearly, the notion of 
a fixed body of knowledge stands in direct opposition to the nine- 
teenth-century scientific ideals of discovery and progress. Fur- 
thermore, in a system of fixed knowledge, experimentation and, 
to some extent, observation were unnecessary. 

How students learned in this system is equally clear. Knowl- 
edge was presented by the professor and consumed by the stu- 
dents (as has been well documented by Berlin). This methodology 
was supported by “a particular theory of the nature of the mind 
.... The object of education was to exercise a form of mental 
discipline which would train the faculties of the mind [such as 
memory, reason, imagination, and judgment] for their uses, much 
as an athlete trains his muscles” (Hofstadter and Hardy 14-15). 
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Therefore, students in American colleges received a classical train- 
ing guided by the “banner of mental discipline,” which focused 
on drills for intellectual exercises (Veysey 9; Dewey; Berlin). 

These conditions created a system which introduced students 
to a stable world of knowledge and instilled in them habits and 
manners that would allow them to take their “respectable place 
in society” (Veysey 4) rather than allow them to change that world 
with new knowledge and new career paths. Built on these elitist 
values, American education, despite the economic conditions of 
its students, was a thoroughly upper-class affair. As a result, em- 
piricism did not replace ancient authority as a powerful intellec- 
tual tendency in American colleges until at least the 1870s (Veysey 
126). Therefore, the cultural context of America before the be- 
ginning of the nineteenth century did not leave room for the in- 
clusion of empirical science in its curriculum or for arguments 
for its inclusion. 



Scientific Activity before the Modern University 
Scientists as ""Amateurs” 

Given the incompatibility of the goals of science and those of the 
traditional classical” education, it is clear why science before 
the nineteenth century was considered an avocation or hobby 
and generally not associated with colleges or universities. Scien- 
tific “amateurs,” generally called natural philosophers, pursued 
investigations usually because of personal interest. In fact, the 
term scientist was not coined, nor was science considered a ca- 
reer, until the late nineteenth century (Kronick 104, 127). Science’s 
dramatic change in status from an interesting hobby to a presti- 
gious career over the course of the nineteenth century and the 
arguments and persuasive appeals that surrounded this change 
are key to understanding the role of science in contemporary so- 
ciety. The development of science in Britain has been the subject 
of a great deal of study (Atkinson; Bazerman; Kaufer and Carley). 
Because of the rise of industrialization and the middle class dur- 
ing this same period in both England and America, the rise in 
science in both countries is assumed to be similar. 
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However, careful examination of the actual events in each 
country indicates several significant differences in the ascendancy 
of science in the nineteenth century in the United States and in 
Britain. In particular, differences in the social class of the scien- 
tists and social structures of each country led to different motiva- 
tions for the scientists; therefore, the scientists aligned themselves 
with different social forces and made different appeals to effect a 
change in science’s status in each country. British scientists, as 
members of the upper class of a stable, highly structured society, 
constructed their scientific ethos based on the upper-class values 
of elitism and scholarship to effect a change in the role of science 
in Great Britain. On the other hand, American scientists, as mem- 
bers of the middle class in a highly fluid society, constructed their 
scientific ethos based on the middle-class values of utility, progress, 
and individuality to bring about a change in the role of science in 
the United States. In this section, we will briefly discuss the de- 
velopment of science in Britain, primarily as a means of compari- 
son, and then focus on the development of science in America. 

The Development of Science in Britain 

As noted earlier, for the most part British scientists prior to the 
twentieth century were gentlemen with enough leisure and curi- 
osity to wonder how the world worked (in other words, pure 
science) and with enough money to pursue their interests. More 
serious “scientists” who did not have wealth but had connec- 
tions were funded by patrons. Whether hobbyists or serious sci- 
entists, most early British scientists belonged to scientific societies. 
The first and most prestigious scientific society in England was 
the Royal Society of London, which held its first meeting in 1645 
and received a Royal charter in 1662. Scientific societies were an 
important part of the development of science in Britain for sev- 
eral reasons: first, these societies built on the upper-class ideal of 
a community of scholars; second, they operated within the estab- 
lished class structure because of the support they received from 
the aristocracy (most notably, the king); third, they regulated 
activities and maintained standards of performance, spreading 
news through their publications and meetings. In other words. 
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these societies to a large extent controlled the ethos and rhetoric 
of nineteenth-century British science. 

Although scientific societies, particularly the Royal Society, 
saw themselves as a radical departure from the university system 
(Kaufer and Carley 351), the societies adopted many of the up- 
per-class ideals of that system. In line with the upper-class educa- 
tion of their members, these societies considered themselves an 
elite community of scholars and like-minded gentlemen. There 
were certain things a gentleman should know; enlightened gentle- 
men recognized science as one of those things. Russell’s observa- 
tions of late seventeenth-century scientists support these assertions. 
He argues that two features “embodied, more or less, in all sci- 
entific academies of the day were a preoccupation with open com- 
munication, and a sense of cultural superiority” (71). These values 
of open communication within an elite group of gentlemen helped 
to establish and secure a place for science within the stable social 
structure of British society. 

To help create feelings of cultural superiority and social sta- 
bility, these scientific societies actively recruited established mem- 
bers of the upper class. The Royal Society, for example, originally 
attempted to limit membership to serious scientists, but it soon 
opened its ranks to any member of the peerage of a baronet or 
higher to curry favor and patronage with wealthy members of 
the aristocracy. In addition, the leaders of the Royal Society rhe- 
torically situated the society within the status quo, creating a 
safe and secure ethos for the organization. As Russell notes, 
Spratt’s history of the Royal Society “deliberately played down 
the puritan sympathies of many of its founders” (70), while at 
the same time the society was “flooding” its membership with 
the peerage and the clergy. And naturally, the society’s royal char- 
ter, though without financial support from the crown, added 
particular prestige to both the society and science.^ 

To provide open communications and to further scientific 
scholarship, scientific societies held meetings, presented demon- 
strations, and eventually created publications. Because members 
of the societies met for an open exchange of ideas, those ideas 
were subject to considerable scrutiny. The public discussions of 
ideas both in the meetings and through correspondence led to 
standardization (e.g., the Newton/Hooke debate; see Bazerman; 
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Gross). Furthermore, the correspondence eventually led to the 
founding of scientific journals (Bazerman; Kaufer and Carley). 
The societies offered “prize essays” to encourage research and 
publication in their journals (Veysey 125; Kronick 125). How- 
ever, the journal system was not without its challenges. Instead 
of regularly publishing in society journals, scientists frequently 
submitted articles to popular magazines because of the public’s 
interest in their work. Also, popular publications often proved 
more efficient publication vehicles since society journals could 
take years to accumulate sufficient materials to publish a vol- 
ume. Because the specialized discourse that today prevents pub- 
lic access to much scientific work did not yet exist, the popular 
press also ensured wider exposure of a scientist’s work (Kronick 
104; Jacob). 

This persuasive combination of appealing to upper-class val- 
ues and broadly publishing results led to a top-down dissemina- 
tion of scientific information that fueled the ascendancy of science 
in Britain at the end of the nineteenth century. British science 
largely bypassed the established educational system; however, 
because of Britain’s highly structured social system, it was able 
to recreate the upper-class system within scientific societies, cre- 
ating a community of scholars primarily interested in “pure” sci- 
ence. 

The Development of Science in America 

While science in Britain was successful in creating a place for 
itself in society by appealing to upper-class values, the same strat- 
egies were not as successful in nineteenth-century America be- 
cause the ascent of science in America took place in a substantially 
different cultural context and was therefore supported by a dif- 
ferent rhetorical context. First, because of the highly fluid struc- 
ture of American society, a top-down approach, especially one 
outside of the colleges, would not have been effective. Second, 
because nineteenth-century American scientists were primarily 
middle-class men, they were motivated not only by their curios- 
ity about the way the world worked but also by the ambition to 
make the world work better for them. Science, particularly ap- 
plied science in the form of inventions, was a potential means for 
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both social and economic progress and therefore for personal 
and professional advancement. Although some attempts were 
made both to build on upper-class values and to use scientific 
societies, nineteenth-century American science succeeded in be- 
coming a powerful force in America primarily by building on the 
middle-class values of utility, progress, and individuality. 

At first glance, the American attempt to promote science seems 
remarkably similar to the British attempt. Both largely bypassed 
an educational system that was antithetical to the goals of sci- 
ence, and both tried to establish societies to fill in the gaps in the 
educational system. In 1743—44, one hundred years after the found- 
ing of the Royal Society, Benjamin Franklin founded the first 
American learned society, the American Philosophical Society 
(APS). Franklin’s leisure seemed to be one of his motivating fac- 
tors. According to Franklin, “The first drudgery of settling new 
colonies is now pretty well over, and there are many provinces in 
circumstances that set them at ease and afford leisure to cultivate 
the finer arts, and improve the common stock of knowledge” 
(APS Year Book 298). A short time later, Franklin formed “a soci- 
ety of the ‘most ingenious and curious men”’(APS Year Book 298). 

However, there are several important differences between the 
British and American societies. First, the Royal Society was formed 
to explore “new philosophy or experimental philosophy” 
(Ornstein 93), whereas the APS was formed “to promote useful 
knowledge in the colonies” (APS Year Book 298). This broad 
concept of useful knowledge” also resulted in a wider range of 
topics. While the Royal Society focused on “remarkable discov- 
eries, inventions and experiments in the improvement of Math- 
ematics, Mechanics, Astronomy, Navigation, Physics and 
Chemistry” (Ornstein 104), the American Philosophical Society, 
both in goals and practices, explored more diverse topics. In- 
deed, the areas of interest listed in the original charter focus first 
on practicalities, such as “Plants . . . and Methods of Propagat- 
ing them . . . Improvements in vegetable Juices . . . Curing or 
Preventing Diseasing . . . [and] New mechanical Inventions for 
Saving Labour (APS Year Book 273). Only in concluding does 
the document mention “And all philosophical Experiments that 
let Light into the Nature of Things, tend to increase the Power of 
Man over Matter and multiply the Conveniences of Pleasures of 
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Life” {APS Year Book 273). Americans were primarily interested 
in practical ways of improving the quality of life. 

Most important, the members of the organization consid- 
ered themselves primarily a “middling” sort of people. In eigh- 
teenth-century America, “middling” was not directly related to 
economic conditions, but rather to the ideology of rational mod- 
eration (Bledstein 9). Jackson Turner Main estimates that “70 
percent of the white population” belonged to “a middling, prop- 
erty-owning class” (273). The members' perception of themselves 
as belonging to this middling class had several consequences. 
Although the ideology of the middling class valued individual 
achievement over class or rank, during this period it also bal- 
anced its individuality with communal needs. This ideology is 
reflected in the inclusive language of the APS charter. Unlike the 
exclusivity of the Royal Society rhetoric, the 1780 charter from 
Pennsylvania “guaranteed that the APS might correspond with 
learned individuals and institutions ‘of any nation or country’ on 
legitimate business at all times ‘whether in peace or war’”(APS 
Homepage). In reality, the inclusive rhetoric was for white males 
(although women of rank and distinction could become mem- 
bers — the first being the Russian Princess Dashkova, the presi- 
dent of the Imperial Academy in St. Petersburg in 1789) (ASP 
Homepage). Nevertheless, the society saw itself as open to all 
learned individuals. The APS, then, reflected the values of the 
middle class: it was a private enterprise rather than government 
sponsored, it focused on practical knowledge, and it used an in- 
clusive rhetoric in describing its membership. 

The American Association for the Advancement of Science 
(AAAS) also used inclusive rhetoric in its founding documents in 
1848. According to its charter, anyone was allowed to join, 
whether scientist or layman (AAAS Homepage). Even women 
seemed welcome. The first woman, astronomer Maria Mitchell, 
joined in 1850, and two more women followed before 1860. 
Furthermore, the minutes for these meetings were widely reported 
in the newspapers (AAAS Homepage). This inclusiveness was part 
of the association’s mission, which was to “advance education in 
science, and increase the public’s understanding and apprecia- 
tion of the promise of scientific methods in human progress 
(AAAS Homepage). 
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The American organization that most closely reflected the 
Royal Society in the nineteenth century — i.e., government spon- 
sored, experimental philosophy, exclusive membership — was the 
National Academy of Sciences. But the National Academy, mod- 
eled on the Royal Society, was not a powerful force in American 
science until the twentieth century, after science had been suc- 
cessfully established in American culture. The bill to establish 
the National Academy was signed by President Lincoln and Con- 
gress without much fanfare in 1863 when the states were preoc- 
cupied with war rather than scientific advancement. The 
organization was exclusive to the point of excluding three well- 
known scientists from its ranks. Plagued by infighting, the Na- 
tional Academy probably would have died a slow death if it had 
not been for a large bequest from one of its members (Reingold 
202). Reingold sums up the situation thus: “What was the sig- 
nificance of the founding of the National Academy of Sciences? 
Strangely enough, the most important aspect of the founding is 
that nothing happened. Most other great national academies be- 
came forces for research in their country. But in America, no 
powerful general scientific bodies came into being” (202). Clearly, 
the upper-class values at the core of this institution did not and 
could not find an audience in a largely middle-class society. There- 
fore, top-down approaches, such as the National Academy of 
Science, failed to integrate science into American society in a 
meaningful way, as they had in Britain. The change in science’s 
place in American culture could only take place by aligning sci- 
ence with the values of the middle class. 

The values of utility, progress, and individuality became tropes 
in science’s argument for inclusion both in the culture and in the 
universities. Invention, which embodies these values, became the 
central metaphor for nineteenth-century science in the United 
States. While contemporary readers see a clear distinction both 
in substance and prestige between science and applied science or 
technology, this distinction was not so clear in the nineteenth 
century. In the early and mid-nineteenth century, “science” re- 
ferred to a deductive, nonempirical enterprise characterized by 
well-organized bodies of principles concerning any area of knowl- 
edge or speculation (Veysey 133-34). The distinction was fur- 
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ther blurred because the prototype of the American scientist, 
Benjamin Franklin, was both scientist and inventor. 

In addition, the American success in invention led to higher 
prestige for applied sciences than for pure sciences, a marked 
difference between British and American science. Throughout the 
nineteenth century, Americans excelled in invention, as Edward 
Byrn exclaims in The Progress of Invention in the Nineteenth 
Century and Nathan Reingold laments in his Science in Nine- 
teenth-Century America. The American reputation for invention 
went beyond a self-congratulatory praise of “good old-fashioned” 
American ingenuity. Europeans were also aware of this reputa- 
tion. For example, in 1830 Frenchman Michael Chevalier noted 
that “in Massachusetts and Connecticut, there is not a laborer 
who has not invented a machine or a tool” (qtd. in Bledstein 18). 
And when American Joseph Henry visited England to present his 
work on electromagnetics to the British association, he was asked 
about the design and speed of steamboats (Reingold 86). While 
Henry’s experience suggested to him the poor reputation Ameri- 
can science had with the British because of the focus on applied 
science, many Americans saw this inventiveness as a triumph. In 
1900, reviewing the achievement of invention in the nineteenth 
century, Russell waxes poetic: “[T]he speculative philosophy of 
the past is but a too empty consolation for short-lived, busy man, 
and seeing with the eye of science the possibilities of matter, he 
has touched it with the divine breath of thought and made a new 
world” (3). For Russell, invention had in effect created America. 
By the end of the nineteenth century, applied science had success- 
fully integrated itself into the American character, body and, per- 
haps, soul. This close identification was possible because of the 
close alignment of science with middle-class values. 

The force behind the ascendancy of science most consistent 
with the values of the emerging middle class was that of utility. 
In a highly fluid society, in a new country with seemingly unlim- 
ited resources, new rules, methods, and traditions were needed 
for facing new problems. Science was to serve the interests of 
society by providing knowledge for solving middle-class prob- 
lems and for enabling individuals to define new career patterns, 
new occupations, and new identities (Bledstein 333), such as us- 
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ing the resources, moving west, and creating labor-saving devices. 
Both the APS and the AAAS used the language of utility in their 
charters and both specifically mentioned mechanical and labor- 
saving devices. One organization that eventually joined with the 
APS called itself The American Society for Promoting Useful 
Knowledge (APS Year Book 299). The goal of this organization 
was specifically “to strengthen the colonies economically as well 
as politically (APS Year Book 299). Clearly, these societies used 
the rhetoric of utility to promote science. 

Indeed, the American focus on utility is evident in the close 
ties between science and private enterprise, marking another dif- 
ference between the Royal Society and the American scientific 
societies. While the Royal Society presented some reports on trade 
early on, this type of article became increasingly rare as time 
went on (Bazerman 66). In American societies, many of the early 
leaders had both academic and economic interests in science. For 
example, the first president of the AAAS was William Reified, 
“meteorologist, geologist and promoter of the railway and steam- 
ship developments” (AAAS Homepage). Railroads and mines 
required new inventions to improve methods and technologies, 
and those profiting from their development turned to science for 
the answers and were willing to fund the search for them. Both 
Yale’s and Harvard’s science schools, founded in the nineteenth 
century, were named after wealthy railroad magnates who pro- 
vided large donations in an attempt to incorporate science into 
American universities. Promoters of science, whether for their 
own benefit or for the nation’s, in both their language and their 
action aligned science with the middle class’s focus on utility. 

The middle-class value of progress was also closely tied to 
the ascent of science in the nineteenth century. For middle-class 
Americans, progress included improving their equipment, tam- 
ing the land, and increasing their social status. According to 
Bledstein, in the nineteenth century the concept of “middling” 
was replaced by the new middle class; however, “‘middle’ no 
longer referred to an equilibrium between the extreme social or- 
ders of the aristocracy and the peasantry. It referred to the indi- 
vidual as ‘escalator,’ moving between the floors of the poor and 
the rich” (20). The new middle class became increasingly con- 
nected with economics, and the members of this group highly 
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valued individuality. As Clark and Halloran argue, ‘‘the ideal of 
striving for individual advancement . . . [became] central to 
middle-class culture in the nineteenth century” (7). 

Science seemed to many members of the middle class to be a 
W 2 iy to move up the economic and social escalator. This perspec- 
tive was supported by the life stories of several prominent scien- 
tists/inventors whose rags-to-riches progress argued that science 
was for individuals with upward mobility, men such as Benjamin 
Franklin, Thomas Edison,' and Nathaniel Bowditch. Franklin 
started off as a printer’s apprentice and became one of the nation’s 
founding fathers. Edison sold newspapers to supplement his 
father’s poor income and became perhaps the most inventive man 
in America’s history. According to Reingold, “Bowditch was the 
poor boy who rose to a position of responsibility in the business 
world” (11). Reingold likens him to a Horatio Alger hero who 
happens to have a passion for mathematics and astronomy. 
Bowditch, however, earned his fortune through the practical ap- 
plication of navigation sciences and in business using his math- 
ematical gift to solve actuarial problems. The lives of these men 
demonstrated that scientific training could lead to social and eco- 
nomic success for enterprising individuals. 

As demonstrated, discussions of science were intertwined with 
the middle-class values of utility and progress. Toward the middle 
of the nineteenth century, Americans became more focused on 
their individual progress. For a growing number of middle-class 
youth (discussed further in the next section), the motivation to 
study science shifted from the good of society to individual 
progress. This large group created the most powerful force and 
argument for pushing science into the universities; thus science 
in America gained prominence from a middle-class groundswell 
rather than through the top-down elitist system that propelled 
science to prominence in England, 

Middle-Class Youth in America: 

A New Culture Influenced by Science 

In the late nineteenth century, two distinct classes existed in 
America: the traditional aristocracy and the new middle class 
“crude but vital America” (Veysey 265). By the 1890s, one-third 
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of the American population was middle class, and a significant 
proportion were young males in their twenties and thirties 
(Bledstein 35, 204). This group of middle-class Americans be- 
came a dominant cultural force in the late nineteenth century. 
Bledstein uses the phrase “Culture of Professionalism” to refer 
to the values of ambition and social mobility that characterized 
this new group and that between 1840 and 1915 dominated 
American social thought and institutional developments (ix, 53). 
These values influenced middle-class perceptions of education; 
rather than as a means of disciplining and building character, 
education was now viewed as a means of succeeding and getting 
ahead. An academic degree came to be seen as a mark of social 
mobility or an insurance policy against downward mobility 
(Veysey 265-66). However, the old time college, guided by its 
credo of mental discipline, failed to assimilate and accommodate 
these new values immediately (Dewey). The persistence of the 
new middle class, and the force of its values, made eventual change 
in the educational system inevitable. 

Individual members of the middle class made some early at- 
tempts to change the university system. For example, the gifts of 
self-made men such as Yale’s Joseph E. Sheffield helped to create 
schools for scientific training within some universities. Special- 
ized schools were developed to provide the job training that the 
traditional universities did not. Clark and Halloran use the ex- 
ample of the Rensselaer school, one of the earliest technical insti- 
tutes: “Its philosophy might be characterized as ‘populist applied 
science in that it understood that new scientific knowledge was 
common property to be spread widely for the general improve- 
ment of the populace” (8). But these attempts did not have nearly 
the drive of a critical mass of young men hungry for advance- 
ment. Their influence and beliefs formed the larger context against 
which the modern university evolved. 

During its assimilation into the “new world environment” 
(Veysey 439), the American university, in response to middle- 
class values, acquired a foundation it had previously rejected: 
science. Scientific thought appealed to the new middle class as 
the nation industrialized and as the middle class developed its 
notions of professionalism and professional authority. Science 
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offered these individuals a new sense of control and authority 
over their world. 

Acquiring that control and authority now required training: 
“During a fairly difficult and time-consuming process, a person 
mastered the esoteric but useful body of systematic knowledge, 
completed theoretical training before entering a practice or ap- 
prenticeship, and received a degree of license from a recognized 
institution” (Bledstein 86-87). Hence, a solid scientific base be- 
came necessary for professional authority in the late nineteenth 
century. And once a “professional” acquired that base, his cli- 
ents or customers were expected to trust him and respect his au- 
thority: the professional’s “claim to power [lay] in the sphere of 
the sacred and the charismatic. . . . [He] controlled the magic 
circle of scientific knowledge which only a few, specialized by 
training and indoctrination, were privileged to enter, but which 
all in the name of nature’s universality were obligated to appreci- 
ate” (emphasis added; Bledstein 90). Science began to replace 
teachings of antiquity as the new authority in American colleges 
and in doing so redefined the missions and roles of these col- 
leges. 

Through its promises of authority, control, and prestige, sci- 
ence appealed emotionally to the new middle class. It also pos- 
sessed a rational or logical appeal. Americans looked more and 
more to the rational character of science to explain natural phe- 
nomena that were previously dismissed as beyond their under- 
standing. They also looked to its “magic” and its charismatic 
powers, and they respected the authority of science. Middle-class 
professionals began justifying their actions by appealing to a spe- 
cial kind of knowledge, “scientific fact” (Bledstein 105). As ex- 
pectations of science to answer questions about the world 
heightened, there was a perceived need for greater amounts of 
these “facts.” The middle class set in motion a force that would 
occupy a central place in American culture and in the universities 
that trained individuals to function in society. 

Scientific knowledge offered the means by which individuals 
could increase their understanding of the world and thus their 
ability to control and succeed in the world. The notions of 
professionalization and scientific knowledge, in turn, began to 
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sustain and perpetuate each other: as the number of professions 
increased, so did the need for scientific knowledge and a scien- 
tific base for the new professions. Likewise, as scientific knowl- 
edge increased, so did possibilities for new professions and the 
increased specialization of existing ones. Conditions in late nine- 
teenth-century America illustrate this mutual enhancement. Be- 
tween the 1870s and 1880s, at least two hundred learned societies 
were founded (e.g., the American Chemical Society in 1876, the 
American Society of Naturalists in 1883, and the American Physi- 
cal Society in 1889). These societies provided structure for and 
established and raised the standards of the various professions. 
For example, by 1850 the American Medical Association, which 
was founded in 1847, saw medical degrees from certified institu- 
tions replacing the questionable licensing practices of the older 
privileged medical societies (Bledstein 191-92). The diploma in- 
creasingly came to serve as a license of entry into the professions, 
and the institution of higher education emerged as seminal and 
necessary for success, its function being to legitimize the author- 
ity of professionals by appealing to “the universality and objec- 
tivity of science” (Bledstein 121, 123-24). Science, acting 
rhetorically through its emotional and rational appeals to new 
middle-class values, began to redefine the meaning and role of 
higher education in American society. 



The Evolving University: Influences on Its Reform 

By the 1830s and 1840s, a new culture was emerging in the United 
States that would demand a more scientific and practical train- 
ing: a middle-class culture characterized by ambition and desire 
for mobility and influenced by the factual and practical charac- 
ter of scientific knowledge (Bledstein). Many of the institutions 
established to satisfy this ambition and desire were primarily tech- 
nical institutions, like Rensselaer. But the youth of this culture 
began entering and influencing the old time American colleges 
by the middle of the nineteenth century. 

The new American university evolved to support the new 
middle-class values: to serve and promote the professional au- 
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thority in society and to enable individuals to advance and suc- 
ceed (Bledstein x). This evolution was gradual; middle-class indi- 
viduals did not simply transform the old time colleges. The 
middle-class student was an influential force in the colleges, but 
several other forces, including science, interacted to gradually 
effect change. Though many of the forces that influenced the 
changes were in place before the middle of the century, the changes 
themselves took place primarily between 1860 and 1900. Some 
of the changes, including debates about the aims of higher edu- 
cation, did not occur until the first few decades of the twentieth 
century (Veysey 2, 252). 

Initially, applied sciences, particularly invention, fueled the 
middle-class interest in science. However, as the middle class be- 
came more committed to individual advancement and profes- 
sionalism, its interest in research or pure science increased because 
science was seen as increasingly elite and specialized. This inter- 
est was further influenced by the importation of European ideas, 
primarily the German research model. All of these forces can be 
viewed and analyzed rhetorically because of the ways in which 
they appealed to and influenced various groups. 

Pure Research and the German Ideal 

The new empirical science had to win approval to attain its place 
in the new university. The approval of this new kind of science 
required that science and its proponents use different strategies 
to appeal to their audience. In particular, pure science made an 
appeal to elitism, focusing on the middle class’s increasing inter- 
est in professionalism as a method of personal advancement and 
a way to improve social status. In the late nineteenth century, 
more and more Americans — especially those with wealth or with 
recognized academic ability — studied in Europe and were influ- 
enced by European ideals. Germany in particular held values that 
appealed to the American intellectual. To Americans, the Ger- 
man professors represented complete intellectuals whose system 
allowed them to examine natural and historical phenomena rig- 
orously and precisely within the framework of the academic in- 
stitution — to pursue knowledge for its own sake (Bledstein 
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315-16; Veysey 127). Thus the German system seemed to pro- 
vide a method of “professional” intellectualism, accompanied 
by status-signifying titles, such as Doctor and Ph.D, 

The ideal of pure research was imported by Americans 
who admired the German university system: 

Americans observed that among all the educational systems of 
Europe, only the German one came close to recruiting the best 
talent in the state and supporting original work of national 
significance. In England, for instance, leading thinkers like John 
Stuart Mill, Herbert Spencer, and Charles Darwin worked in- 
dependently of the educational structure. (Bledstein 324) 

Americans tended to idealize the German system, seeing it as 
a system that offered individual advancement. The English sys- 
tem, as well as the French, resembled the old time American col- 
lege in favoring the aristocracy and providing “gentlemanly” 
rather than scientific or scholarly training. 

In reality, the German system also favored the elite by re- 
stricting its clientele and reinforcing a classed society. Specialized 
research in Germany was viewed as a creative act and was not 
recognized as a professional career; support came not from uni- 
versity departments but from a competitive patronage system 
(Bledstein 314). Thus Americans were selective in the ideals they 
adopted from Germany, although in some cases they misinter- 
preted the way things actually were. Nevertheless, Germany pro- 
vided a model for the new American research ideal, which 
influenced the aims and structure of the new university and 
brought with it the underlying value of elitism. Johns Hopkins 
University in Baltimore was the first American university built 
on this model. Established in 1876, Johns Hopkins valorized pure 
research and graduate training, and served as a national example 
of the new research ideal. However, the increasing prominence 
of elitist values in American science created an interesting rhe- 
torical situation for science and its proponents who had aligned 
themselves so closely with middle-class values. The rhetorical 
appeals of science began subtly to shift, changing from a rhetoric 
of inclusion and practical value for society to a rhetoric of free- 
dom and opportunity for individual progress. 
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Johns Hopkins: A Case Study 

Johns Hopkins provides an interesting case study for examining 
how science helped transform old time colleges into modern re- 
search universities, and how one university negotiated the chang- 
ing rhetoric of American science to win support from both the 
trustees and the local community. In addition, the discourses sur- 
rounding the establishment of Johns Hopkins and the emergence 
of its mission regarding graduate education provide insight into 
the role rhetoric played in situating science at the center of the 
modern American research university. This case is important for 
three reasons. First, although Hopkins was not the first univer- 
sity to experiment with the “new education,” it was the first to 
completely incorporate the new education principles of an elec- 
tive curriculum and graduate training, principles which comple- 
mented the training of scientists. Graduate training led to an elite 
class of scientists, furthering the professionalization, if not the 
mystification, of science. Second, graduate education led to the 
next generation of educators who went to other universities and 
re-created the Johns Hopkins system in those universities, mak- 
ing Hopkins the model for the new education system in America. 
And third, as Benjamin Peirce put it, Hopkins was “a great ad- 
vance in the university system in this country and . . . the only 
American institution where the promotion of science is the su- 
preme object” (qtd. in Hawkins 3). The rhetoric that accompa- 
nied this advance played a seminal role in situating science and 
establishing its place in the modern university. 

Despite its clear focus on research, or pure science, in order 
to survive Johns Hopkins had. to take into account the public’s 
view of science as democratic and practical and as critical to up- 
ward mobility. This negotiation between the university’s desire 
for pure science and the public’s desire for applied science and 
the rhetorics that accompanied those desires sowed the seed for 
science’s current status in contemporary American culture. To 
examine the founding of Johns Hopkins, we will take a brief 
look at where Johns Hopkins fits into the larger context of Ameri- 
can universities; then we will examine the goals of the university 
and, finally, the rhetorical means by which the university sold 
these goals to the local community. 
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Founding Johns Hopkins 

Johns Hopkins was not founded until 1876; therefore, as men- 
tioned previously, it was neither the first university to introduce 
modern science into American colleges nor the first to experi- 
ment with what educators then called “the new education” 
(Hawkins 7). The first university to show serious interest in the 
emerging areas of empirical science was Yale. As early as 1801, 
Yale’s president, Timothy Dwight, recognized the middle class’s 
interest in empirical science. Therefore, he hired Benjamin 
Silliman, a young law student, to go to Europe to get the appro- 
priate training (Clark and Halloran; Reingold). Silliman, though 
never a brilliant scientist, eventually created the American Jour- 
nal of Science and Arts, one of the first scientific journals in the 
United States. In addition, he was instrumental in founding the 
Sheffield Scientific School at Yale (Warren 158-60). In the early 
years, however, the school received little support. Silliman’s lec- 
tures were considered outside the standard curriculum and there- 
fore were electives, carrying only a few credits. Given its tentative 
status, this program that focused on applied and agricultural 
chemistry was seen by mbst students as providing little return, 
and conservative board members did not believe “direct practi- 
cality should be any concern of the liberal arts curriculum” (Kelley 
181). These feelings, and lack of support by Yale presidents, par- 
ticularly Noah Porter (Hawkins 15), left Yale playing catch-up 
with other universities’ science programs at the end of the century. 

Although most of the advocates for science and practical edu- 
cation were outside the university during the first half of the nine- 
teenth century, around midcentury some of the other universities 
were starting to seriously consider scientific and practical educa- 
tion, especially as they lost students to technical schools. Harvard 
founded the Lawrence Science School in the 1840s. The Morrill 
Act of 1862 created land-grant universities for teaching agricul- 
ture and scientific subjects. And the Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology was founded in 1865. However, these institutions 
still offered a standard curriculum based on classical education, 
with additional courses in technical and scientific subjects. With 
the introduction of these new courses, many schools started to 
experiment with the European elective system (Hawkins 7). 
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Cornell — a half private, half public institution — and Harvard led 
the way in offering electives; however, due to the constraints posed 
by trustees, the public, or both, these universities could not com- 
pletely adopt an elective system. 

The trustees of Johns Hopkins believed they were free of these 
constraints. Johns Hopkins’s will left half of his seven-million- 
dollar estate to found a university. According to Peirce, it was a 
testament “happily free from all definite ideas” (qtd. in Hawkins 
3). The only condition stipulated in the will was that the univer- 
sity provide “a ‘judicious’ number of scholarships for deserving 
candidates from Maryland, Virginia, and North Carolina” 
(Hawkins 3). The trustees voted in favor of new education and 
hired Daniel Coit Gilman, a science professor and administrator 
associated with educational reform (Hawkins 17), to be the presi- 
dent of the new university. Gilman’s goals for educational reform 
were similar to the trustees’ — to provide “new educational ideas 
and opportunities for ‘young men bent on progress’” (Hawkins 
18). These goals reflected the rhetoric of the new middle class 
while also incorporating Gilman’s focus on pure science and re- 
search. Gilman and the trustees wanted to build a graduate uni- 
versity with a national reputation. Their plan was to admit only 
students of advanced standing, to create an elective system which 
would allow the students the freedom to pursue the course of 
research they chose, and to give scholarships based on academic 
merit that would provide gifted students freedom from financial 
concerns. These goals supported the creation of an intellectually 
elite group of scientists. In trying to re-create the educational 
atmosphere of the European educational centers, the leaders and 
trustees also adopted the upper-class values of those systems. The 
difference was that at Johns Hopkins, intellectual ability and aca- 
demic degrees rather than birth were the entrance into the “magic 
circle.” 

Contrasting Rhetorics 

The attempts by Johns Hopkins trustees to create an elite school 
focused on pure science highlighted the contrast between the vari- 
ous rhetorics used to advocate science. Gilman soon realized that 
the desire to re-create the educational atmosphere of the Euro- 
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pean education centers had to be considered within the cultural 
context of nineteenth-century America. On the one hand, ap- 
plied science had been successfully integrated into American cul- 
ture through arguments that science was practical, commercial, 
and available to all, i.e., on the strength of middle-class values. 
On the other hand, pure science argued that science was special- 
ized knowledge for men of intelligence and taste. This argument 
was similar to the elitist argument made in Britain. However, 
while both pure and applied science also existed in Britain, this 
dilemma and the conflicting rhetorics that surrounded it did not. 
Because of Britain’s highly structured social system, this distinc- 
tion was a matter of class. For example, British surgeons who 
trained through apprenticeships were skilled laborers and held 
the title of Mister. General practitioners who attended the uni- 
versity were professionals and held the title of Doctor. The nego- 
tiation between research and applied science is a distinct 
characteristic of American science. 

Gilman was familiar with the conflict between these two per- 
spectives. Before coming to Johns Hopkins, Gilman had directed 
the University of California, recently established through the 
Morrill Act. In California a group of farmers called the Grangers 
had worked against Gilman, believing that his interest in research 
science “pervert[ed] . . . the vocational purposes of the Morrill 
Act” (Hawkins 23). The Grangers made sure that the Baltimore 
papers were aware of their concerns, and soon the American was 
publishing editorials blasting the idea of a university serving only 
graduate students. The American attacked the idea on two 
grounds: it was impractical and it was elitist. A graduate educa- 
tion, the American argued, would not provide Baltimore’s youth 
with a solid education; instead it would give them “‘the glittering 
stone’ of ‘elegant culture’” (Hawkins 24). Both the Grangers and 
the American used the rhetoric of inclusion and practical value 
for society to define how American science should be taught. 

The Balancing Act 

Clearly, Gilman and Johns Hopkins trustees needed a different 
rhetorical approach to achieve their goal of an elite graduate edu- 
cation and to win the middle-class community’s support. This 
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negotiation would eventually lead to a rhetoric of freedom and 
opportunity for individual progress. The first step in the com- 
promise resulted in the university admitting a small number of 
undergraduates (twenty) and offering public lectures to special- 
ized groups within the community. An examination of the Johns 
Hopkins University Circulars: 1877 indicates how Gilman bal- 
anced community desires with the school’s primary focus. The 
section called “The General Statement in Respect to the Plan of 
this University” opens with a clear statement of the university’s 
goals: “The Johns Hopkins University provides advanced instruc- 
tion, not professional, to properly qualified students, in various 
departments of literature and science” (Johns Hopkins 14). It 
then outlines the types of students who will be attending the uni- 
versity. In this description of the students, we see Gilman’s delib- 
erate attempt to use rhetoric that meets the expectations of the 
middle class, voiced so strongly by the local community, while at 
the same time defining his own goals for the university, which 
correspond with the more elitist perspective. The first descrip- 
tion focuses on graduate students, Gilman’s primary interest: “(a) 
those who have already been admitted to an academic degree, 
and who desire to prosecute their studies with or without refer- 
ence to the attainment of a higher or different degree” (14). Then 
the undergraduates are described; however, they are carefully 
defined, both to show goodwill to the community and to distin- 
guish college education from university education, as “(b) those 
(and especially students from Maryland and its immediate neigh- 
borhood), who desire to receive what is commonly known in this 
country as a college training” (14). The final category of stu- 
dents is also designed to show goodwill and preserve the elitism 
of the school: “(c) those who desire to avail themselves of the 
opportunities which are afforded by the laboratories of Chemis- 
try, Physics and Biology, or attend some particular course of lec- 
tures in other branches of learning without reference to 
graduation” (14). In this way, Johns Hopkins provided opportu- 
nities for particular segments of the local population to have ac- 
cess to specialized knowledge without compromising the quality 
or exclusiveness of the Hopkins degree. 

The Circular drives home the point of community service in 
the next section, at the same time balancing the university’s obli- 
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gation to the community with the individual responsibility of the 
students. “Members of the University” begins with a statement 
of the university’s goodwill: “The authorities of the University, 
desiring to promote as far as possible the higher education of this 
community, have admitted to certain special courses of study those 
who are not able ... to devote all their time to university work” 
(14). However, they again reinforce their goals for the university, 
stating: 

At the same time, the faculty are desirous of maintaining the 
principle that success as university students depends in most 
cases upon exclusive devotion to the subjects at hand, upon 
prolonged and regular efforts . . . and upon the freedom from 
external cares and occupations. (15) 

Only those students who are willing to follow this rigorous course 
of study are afforded the title of Member of the University (15). 
This statement makes a clear argument for an elite system while 
simultaneously building on the middle-class work ethic (which 
values effort over rank) and on the American obsession with free- 
dom for individual achievement. 

The argument for freedom of choice continued with the offer 
of a completely elective system. According to the Circular of 1 877, 
students could take courses in one of eight general areas: 
“1. Greek. 2. Latin. 3. Modern Languages. 4. Philosophy, His- 
tory, etc. 5. Mathematics. 6. Physics. 7. Chemistry. 8. Biology” 
(21). Interestingly, the only freedom a student had to avoid pro- 
ficiency in at least one science was to pursue “a literary training 
not rigidly Classical” (22). Focusing on the middle-class values 
of merit based on effort, freedom of choice, and individual achieve- 
ment, Johns Hopkins’s leaders and faculty sought to privilege an 
elitist pure science without violating the expectation of the local 
community. 

The administration and faculty continued to use rhetoric fo- 
cused on middle-class values (freedom and equal opportunity) to 
privilege pure science by distinguishing it from applied science 
and by dissociating it from commercial enterprises. The 1877 
Circular states in the first line that the courses of study at Johns 
Hopkins were “not professional” (14). For the educators of Johns 
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Hopkins, the connection to the commercial world tainted pure 
science with invention. In “A Plea for Pure Science,” an address 
to the American Association for the Advancement of Science in 
1883, a physics professor from Johns Hopkins, H. A. Rowland, 
argued against a commercial connection with science, citing in- 
vention as the primary cause of this connection. He begins by 
looking at America’s success and then states that he had “discov- 
ered a worm which threatened the ripe fruit” of success: inven- 
tion for commercial advancement (31). He uses three important 
appeals to middle-class values. First, he argues that success from 
inventions is not the result of rewarding individual merit. He 
states: “[T]he proper course [of American science] is to consider 
what must be done to create the science of physics in this coun- 
try, rather than to call telegraphs, electric lights and such conve- 
niences, by the name of science” (31). According to Rowland, 
inventors lack originality and class: “some obscure American . . . 
steals the idea of some great mind and enriches himself” because 
he “had a mind that possessed the necessary element of vulgar- 
ity” (31). Furthermore, honoring these inventors is rewarding 
them for stealing others’ original ideas. Next, he argues that in- 
ventions make us dependent clones: 

To-day [sic] the railroad and the telegraph, the books and news- 
papers have united each individual man with the rest of the 
world: instead of his mind being an individual, a thing apart 
by itself, and unique, it has become so influenced by the outer 
world and so dependent upon it, that it has lost its originality 
to a great extent. (Rowland 32) 

Here, Rowland claims that Americans are losing freedom and 
originality, two of the defining characteristics of Americans at 
this time. 

His final argument is that the commercialization of science is 
primarily responsible for these events. He then makes the con- 
nection between applied science and commerce explicit. “Com- 
merce, the applications of science, the accumulation of wealth, 
are necessities which are a curse to those with high ideals, but a 
blessing to that portion of the world which has neither the ability 
nor the taste for higher pursuits” (Rowland 34). The worst result 
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of this connection is that unqualified teachers are undermining 
the education of our youth. “Men receiving the highest salaries 
and occupying the professor’s chair, are to-day [sic] doing abso- 
lutely nothing in pure science but are striving by the commercial 
applications of their science to increase their already large sal- 
ary” (38). Ironically, Rowland’s own arguments demonstrate the 
central role of invention and commerce as late as 1883 in inte- 
grating science into American life. Perhaps recognizing this, he 
attempts to show the proper relationship between applied and 
pure science: “Americans have shown no lack of invention in 
small things; and the same spirit, when united to knowledge and 
love of science, becomes the spirit of research” (40). This refigur- 
ing of science offered a new way of thinking about science as 
exploration. 

Rowland’s speech, which, as Hawkins notes, reflected the 
ideals of his colleagues, demonstrates the adoption of one of the 
upper-class values of European education: preservation of a com- 
munity of elite scholars. Rowland’s claims that those involved in 
applied science are “vulgar” and lacking in “taste” echo the Brit- 
ish aristocrats’ complaints about the rising middle class. Applied 
science is tasteless because it does not pursue truth for its own 
sake, a constant theme of addresses at Johns Hopkins. However, 
Hawkins points out that “the workers at Johns Hopkins rarely 
followed their own injunction that one should serve truth with- 
out looking behind it for any other good” (293) when selling 
pure science to various audiences. Even Rowland, after telling a 
commencement-day audience of the value of physics in and of 
itself, continued by explaining “the great value of the kind of 
minds [physics] made — minds careful and humbly aware of the 
possibility of error” (293), sounding very much like those mak- 
ing arguments for classical education. 

While these types of arguments helped to change the percep- 
tions of science in the United States by privileging research sci- 
ence over inventions, they did not eliminate Americans’ interest 
in inventions, nor could they ever sever the ties between the aca- 
demic and commercial worlds. Eor example, Johns Hopkins was 
one of the first of several universities founded by self-made men 
of business such as Carnegie, Stanford, and Rockefeller (Univer- 
sity of Chicago) rather than by government or religious organi- 
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zations. Furthermore, Johns Hopkins was maintained at first 
primarily by the dividends from B8cO Railroad stock. There- 
fore, despite the educators’ desire to divorce themselves from the 
commercial world, Johns Hopkins could not completely escape 
the commercial connection, tied as it was to the commercial en- 
terprise of the B8cO Railroad. Every time a serious drop in the 
stock threatened the survival of the young university, trustees 
and local leaders discussed the possible need for a vocational 
curriculum (Hawkins). In 1889 a tremendous drop in the value 
of the stock brought about serious changes in the student popu- 
lation. Although Gilman tried to cover the loss of revenue by 
soliciting large donations from wealthy friends of the university, 
the gifts alone were not sufficient. Recognizing the potential for 
funding from undergraduate tuition and alumni, Johns Hopkins 
dramatically increased the number of undergraduates admitted 
to the university. 

As this review of the early history of Johns Hopkins Univer- 
sity demonstrates, even the most successful attempts to promote 
science in the United States by re-creating the upper-class educa- 
tion of European universities were mediated by the values of the 
middle class. With its early promise of lightening the load of pio- 
neers trying to build a new nation and its later promise of indi- 
vidual attainment, the rhetoric of applied science so successfully 
incorporated middle-class ideals that it continued through the 
nineteenth century to be the driving force for moving science into 
the university even as the European ideals of pure science be- 
came the dominant view of science. These forces created a new 
rhetorical approach to advocating science that emphasized free- 
dom and opportunity for individual progress. Because of the 
changing attitudes about professionalization and upper mobil- 
ity, an elitist system became acceptable if it offered opportunities 
for personal advancement based on individual merit. 

Conclusion 



This overview of science in nineteenth-century America offers a 
substantially different view of the development of science in the 
United States from the development of science in Britain. Unlike 
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Britain’s top-down system, which focused on pure science, the 
ascendancy of American science in the nineteenth century was 
first fueled by American inventiveness and middle-class values. 
The force of the middle-class youth entering universities for tech- 
nical and scientific training pushed science into the universities. 
Once there, the contrasting rhetorics of pure science and applied 
science became apparent and eventually became a matter of con- 
flict. Because American science had already successfully aligned 
itself with central middle-class values and because American sci- 
ence had previously rejected or ignored elitist systems, a negoti- 
ated version of science developed which privileged research science 
but still valued the practical and commercial results of that sci- 
ence. 

These strains of commercialism, elitism, and practicality and 
the rhetoric that surrounds them still affect the way we think 
about science and run science programs today. While the Ameri- 
can culture has awarded research science an almost godlike sta- 
tus as the arbiter of truth, we demand from even the most esoteric 
research a nod toward practical application, usually in the re- 
search article’s introduction or conclusion. The big business of 
big science is sustained by research and development in large 
corporations and government grants. In the last two years, both 
the National Institutes of Health (NIH) and the National Science 
Foundation (NSF) changed their rating requirements to include 
the primary criterion that research must have an “impact on so- 
ciety” (Mervis 26). When American taxpayers complain that our 
science is not focusing on basic research and then refuse to sup- 
port any project that does not demonstrate practical applications, 
they are simply following a well-worn pattern in the develop- 
ment of American science and perpetuating a well-established 
rhetorical pattern. Science rhetorically positioned itself in Ameri- 
can culture by playing up its connection to middle-class capital- 
ist values of practicality, progress, and individuality while also 
appealing to a pure research ideal. Its success has created a highly 
technological and capitalistic society that reveres an elite but prac- 
tical science. 
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Notes 



1. This pattern is also reflected in much of the research on the rhetoric 
of science, as demonstrated in two book-length studies: Gross’s The 
Rhetoric of Science and Prelli’s A Rhetoric of Science. 

2. However, science and religion were not seen as mutually exclusive. 
Increase Mather, for example, was very interested in science and founded 
the first scientific society in Boston. 

3. Although some have argued how successful the society was in actu- 
ally achieving status with the upper class (Kaufer and Carley; Russell), 
especially given its slow start, it was well established by the beginning 
of the nineteenth century, and was and continues to be one of the finest 
of such institutions, along with the Academie Des Sciences in France 
(Ornstein). 
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Chapter Twelve 




Scientific Writing and Scientific 
Thinking: Writing the Scientific 
Habit of Mind 



hat does it mean to write science? What is the relationship 



between scientific writing and scientific thinking? How 
do the grammar and genre conventions of scientific writing drive 
concept development? How does the learning of scientific lan- 
guage affect students’ development of scientific concepts that are 
themselves the products of formal instruction? These are some of 
the questions that relate to the broader issue of the relationship 
between how children and older students learn the kinds of com- 
plex ideation that we associate with literacy and how they come 
to acquire the written language in which scientific concepts are 
couched. The knowledge of concepts such as “system” is abstract, 
and the language of the sciences and the social sciences is itself a 
system of abstractions. 

L. S. Vygotsky theorized that scientific concepts — the prod- 
ucts of formal school instruction — require children to instantiate 
meanings that are systematic, structured, and hierarchically or- 
ganized. These meanings are couched in the “written speech” of 
the academic disciplines. In other words, the disciplinary knowl- 
edge that children encounter through formal instruction is repre- 
sented in linguistic forms and conventions quite unlike those of 
their mother tongue. Vygotsky grasped that both second language 
learning and the reaming of scientific concepts had an important 
semantic component. He astutely observed that “to a limited 
extent reaming a foreign language also requires mastering the 
semantic aspect of foreign speech, just as the development of sci- 
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entific concepts requires a mastery of scientific language (i.e., the 
mastery of scientific symbolism)” (223).^ 

In the past decade and a half, scholars working in the areas 
of systemic functional linguistics, applied linguistics, and North 
American genre analysis have investigated the evolution of scien- 
tific English (Bazerman, Shaping; Halliday; Halliday and Mar- 
tin). Their studies can help us better understand the intimate 
relationship between students’ use of scientific English, with its 
specialized register, and professional vision (Goodwin), i.e., a 
characteristic thought-style accompanying individuals’ use of 
certain tools and artifacts that transform the world into catego- 
ries and events relevant to the work of an institution or profes- 
sion (609-10). Scientific language, like other forms of language, 
has both a sociocultural history and a logogenesis, studies of which 
bring to light the intricate interrelationship between cognitive, 
sociocultural, historical, semantic, and linguistic factors (see 
Atkinson; Gunnarsson; Valle). Gunnarsson, for example, from a 
sociohistorical perspective observes: 

Scientific language and discourse emerge in a cooperative and 
competitive struggle among scientists to create the knowledge 
base of their field, to establish themselves in relation to other 
scientists and to other professional groups, and to gain influ- 
ence and control over political and socioeconomic means. . . . 
Historically language has played a central role in the creation 
[differentiation] of different professions and academic disci- 
plines, and it continues to play an important role in the devel- 
opment and maintenance of professional and institutional 
cultures and identities. (98) 

Gunnarsson is speaking here as an applied linguist who has spe- 
cialized in historical studies of the evolution of discourse in the 
professions of economics and the law, two varieties of Language 
for Specific Purposes (LSP). From his Systemic-Functional Lin- 
guistics (SFL) perspective in studying the historical development 
of scientific English grammar, M. A. K. Halliday proposes, “The 
evolution of science was the evolution of scientific thought. But 
thought — not all thought, perhaps, but certainly systematic 
thought — is constructed in language, and the powerhouse of a 
language is its grammar” (12). This is the concept of logogenesis 
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in a nutshell. What implications does Halliday’s claim have for 
those of us who daily meet with and teach students the discursive 
conventions of written English, as we understand them? What 
implications does it have for those of us who teach students for 
whom spoken English is not the mother tongue? And, finally, 
what implications does it have for those of us who see racism, 
sexism, and classism fostered by training students in the tacit 
norms, values, and ideology instantiated in scientific English’s 
grammatical and rhetorical constructions? These are issues I want 
to address in this essay; however, before I do, some explication 
of the Hallidayean approach to scientific English is necessary. 

I can illustrate Halliday’s notion of logogenesis by examin- 
ing the following two sentences, which at first glance may look 
alike but which are actually quite different from one another (I 
have extrapolated sentence 1 from sentence 2): 

1. Ground water flows in an easterly direction. 

2. Ground water flow is in an easterly direction. 

In sentence 1, “water” is the subject of the sentence and “flows” 
is the verb. This sentence communicates a process occurring in 
space and, by implication of the verb “flows,” in time as well. In 
sentence 2, we see the verb transformed into a noun which be- 
comes the subject of the sentence. This nominalization of the 
verb dramatically alters the syntax and meaning of sentence 2. 
The process instantiated in the syntax of sentence 1 has now 
become static and arrested in time. By changing the verb “flows” 
into the noun “flow,” the writer has created an entity, “ground 
water flow.” 

Sentence 2 was taken from the paper of a college-level engi- 
neering student; thus we are seeing a common lexical construc- 
tion (lexicalization) indicating a register he uses for writing about 
the objects of study in his academic discipline (environmental 
engineering). This sentence is a part of this student’s repertoire; 
by this time in his academic career (his junior year), he has learned 
how to deploy such constructions in his speaking and writing. 
He uses the noun string “Ground water flow” as a lexical item, 
without conscious attention to its construction. What this stu- 
dent is not aware of as he writes is the history of discursive prac- 
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rices that have led to his deployment of this and other similar 
syntactical constructions in his prose. He does not know that the 
grammatical transformation of “Ground water flows in an east- 
erly direction” to “Ground water flow is in an easterly direc- 
tion” is a semantic artifact of the historical development of an 
elaborated code for expressing a set of meanings that has come 
to be perceived as being constitutive of scientific thinking and 
reasoning.^ 

The Process and Function of Grammatical 
Metaphor in Scientific English 

Beginning with the publication of the first scientific journal, the 
Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society in seventeenth- 
century England, a system of written communication — scientific 
English — has gradually emerged in professional journals read by 
scientists. The first contributors to the Transactions found them- 
selves in the position of writing to reviewers and readers who 
were not present to witness (and therefore to confirm or discon- 
firm) the phenomena being described. Thus, to deal with the rhe- 
torical problems of basing knowledge claims on that which could 
not be witnessed directly by peers, the scientist-writer required a 
set of linguistic tools and semantic resources to communicate 
what he had observed in conducting experiments. In particular, 
the cognitive demands facing the first publishing scientists in the 
seventeenth century required “the kind of grammar that is pre- 
pared to throw away experiential information, to take for granted 
the semantic relations by which elements are related to one an- 
other, so that it can maximize technical information” (Halliday 
and Martin 118). 

Halliday’s work on the evolution of the grammar of scien- 
tific English illustrates some of the techniques that scientist-writers 
developed in response to these rhetorical exigencies (see also 
Bazerman, Shaping-, Zuckerman and Merton). He suggests that 
the major tool in the scientist-writer’s tool kit was grammatical 
metaphor, i.e., the substitution of a noun or nominative construc- 
tion for verbs and adjectives, as we saw in the two sentences 
described earlier (79-82). The original historical function of gram- 
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matical metaphor (or grammatical transformation, as it is some- 
times called) was to create a set of causal relationships that would 
form the linguistic scaffolding for scientists’ knowledge claims. 
Over time, however, grammatical metaphor, with its heavily 
nominalized syntax, has become a staple in the scientific genres, 
as well as many other professional genres. Grammatical meta- 
phor serves an important rhetorical function: it enables the writer 
to package a lengthy series of antecedent arguments. Scientist- 
writers did this by transforming experiential statements into 
nominalized constructions that they placed in the subject slot at 
the beginning of a sentence. In this sentential position, the 
nominalization functioned as a springboard for the new infor- 
mation that appeared after the verb. For example, instead of 
writing from those colours we could argue that the heteroge- 
neous Rays diverge and separate from one another,” Newton, in 
his Opticks, instantiated the claim in the nominalization, “a di- 
verging and separation of the heterogeneous Rays ... by means 
of their unequal Refractions” (emphasis added; Halliday and 
Martin 60-61). A similar instantiating technique can also be seen 
in a contemporary biologist’s use of such nominalizations, as the 
following two sentences illustrate. (I have extrapolated and gen- 
erated sentence 1 from sentence 2, the biologist’s.) Sentence 1, 
which we might think of as the original experiential argument, 
depicts a sequence of activity and consequences occurring in the 
biologist’s lab (clause subjects and verbs are italicized): 

1. When we injected a single dose of Candida albicans into C3H/ 
HenN strain mice, we observed that the plasma fibrinogen lev- 
els in their blood had significantly increased. 

In contrast, in sentence 2 the experiential and local information 
has been nominalized. The writer has transformed the verb “in- 
jected” into the noun “injection,” which now appears in the sub- 
ject position of the sentence. She has also added the verb “caused”: 

2. [One intraperitoneal dose] of Candida albicans caused [a chronic 
(longer than 2 months), significant elevation of plasma fibrino- 
gen levels] in [mice of strain C3H/HeN.] (Riipi and Carlson 2750; 
bracketed material shows transformations of italicized subjects 
and verbs appearing in sentence 1.) 
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What results from this kind of nominalization of agents and 
processes are sentences that are much more toxically dense than 
sentences in other rhetorical contexts; that is to say, these con- 
tain far more content words signifying entities in the clauses. The 
rhetorical effect of the grammatical transformations that we see 
in sentence 2 is that a knowledge claim that was initially experi- 
ential becomes one that is imputational. This transformation 
occurs when “One . . . dose,” rather than “we” appears in the 
subject slot, initiating the action of the verb “caused.” Thus the 
imputational claim, “One dose of Candida albicans caused a sig- 
nificant elevation of” is constructed from the experiential ante- 
cedent claims, “we injected ... we observed . . . .” 

Note also that in contrast to its position at the end of the 
sentence in sentence 1, the clause “fibrinogen levels in their blood 
had significantly increased” is nominalized in sentence 2 as “sig- 
nificant elevation of fibrinogen levels” and foregrounded as the- 
matic information. What I am suggesting with this example is 
that the nominalized syntax of sentence 2 functions to alter the 
relationship between the subject, verb, and object of sentence 1. 
The argument contained in initial chronological sequence of events 
in sentence 1, “When we did x, y occurred,” has in sentence 2 
become a black box (Pinch and Bijker 22), i.e., a form of seman- 
tically codified knowledge that obscures the experiential narra- 
tive of local observation that preceded it. The reader only sees 
that “One . . . dose of Candida albicans (x) caused y.” 

What were the long-term discursive consequences of this 
recontextualization of experientially derived information? 
Halliday suggests that in early scientific writing, Newton and his 
peers used grammatical transformation to package experiential 
statements with the effect of presenting a sequence of logically 
linked statements. Through such packaging, what was initially 
the argument “When we did x, we observed y occurring"' be- 
comes reformulated as “x caused y to occur"" From a systemic 
functional perspective, Halliday contends that 

[w]hat the scientists did was to take resources that already ex- 
isted in English and bring them out of hiding for their own 
rhetorical purposes: to create a discourse that moves forward 
by logical and coherent steps, each building on what has gone 
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before. And the initial context for this was the kind of argu- 
mentation that was called for by the experimental method in 
physical science. (Halliday and Martin 64) 

By using constructions such as these, scientist-writers from New- 
ton on were able to “create a new variety of English for a new 
kind of knowledge” (Halliday and Martin 81), a kind associated 
with experimental methodology: general principles derived by 
the scientist reasoning from experiments, principles that were in 
turn capable of being tested through further experiments. 

From this brief discussion of the history of grammatical meta- 
phor it can be seen that the features we now associate with scien- 
tific prose developed from seventeenth-century scientist-writers’ 
need to “stretch the grammar” into syntactical forms that would 
function as the vehicle for scientific propositions. Over the last 
two hundred years, the use of grammatical metaphor has spread 
through the knowledge-producing disciplines and through pro- 
fessions such as law, medicine, and psychiatry. Along with such 
features as technical taxonomies (such as botanical or medical or 
psychiatric classification systems), special expressions, and lexi- 
cal density (see Halliday and Martin 69-85), grammatical meta- 
phor has become a staple in the professional and academic writer’s 
tool kit. Scholars and researchers within a number of disciplines, 
not only in the natural sciences but in the social sciences and 
humanities as well, deploy these features in their writing (see 
Secor). 

What was once a much more experientially based discourse 
has become over time a discursive technology (Luke x) which 
aids the scientist-writer (or other professional) in achieving her 
communicative intentions. Little of this history is known, of 
course, to the children and adolescents who are socialized in vari- 
ous educational settings and activities into using the syntax of 
scientific argument. This fact takes on significance when we con- 
sider that it is difficult to separate scientific discourse (and the 
reasoning that is codified in the discourse) from its linguistic con- 
text, i.e., the syntactic structures and grammar in which scien- 
tific language has come to be cast over the last three centuries. 
From a Vygotskian perspective, the heavily nominalized syntax 
of scientific writing can be seen to be the 
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tools for organizing and manipulating perceptions of the world, 
so that these objects [i.e., the abstractions that are the products 
of nominalization] and their appropriate manipulations become 
the very means of thinking that are difficult to escape once 
engaged with, but difficult to engage with when approached 
from any other form of intellectual life. (Bazerman, Construct- 
ing xx) 



Enculturation into a Second Language and More: 
Writing the Scientific Habit of Mind 

It is no accident that an enormous amount of attention in rheto- 
ric and composition has been directed toward demystifying sci- 
entific and social scientific discursive practices — and concomitant- 
ly, with few exceptions (Geisler; MacDonald; Berkenkotter and 
Huckin), little attention directed to the discursive practices of 
humanists. MacDonald suggests two reasons for this asymmetry. 
First, the models for undermining “foundationalist” notions and, 
alternatively, showing the social construction of academic knowl- 
edge (for example, Gilbert and Mulkay; Knorr-Cetina; Kuhn; 
Latour and Woolgar; Latour) were studies of discursive practices 
in the physical sciences. She raises the specter of “physics envy” 
when she suggests, “Perhaps those of us in the ‘soft sciences’ and 
humanities envy our more prestigious colleagues in the ‘hard’ 
sciences and want to bring them down to our level” (8). 

MacDonald suggests that the second reason humanists gen- 
erally pay scant attention to demystifying the features of texts 
written by other humanists has to do with the “exotic” character 
of writing in the sciences and social sciences: “In the field of rheto- 
ric and composition studies, scientific and business writing have 
for some time been recognized as not natural — not the sort of 
thing we teach in freshman composition, for instance, and there- 
fore marked by being treated in separate courses” (8). 

Despite the reforms in various disciplines resulting from 
writing-across-the-curriculum programs at many U.S. campuses, 
this implicit, institutionalized assumption still drives many if not 
most first-year writing curricula. And a multimillion- (if not bil- 
lion) dollar textbook industry continues to support the status 
quo by turning out textbooks predicated on the view that there 
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are “generic” forms of academic discourse to be mastered at the 
first-year level. The fact that many first-year composition instruc- 
tors have turned to computer-mediated tools for teaching and 
learning has not altered the basic conservative structure of first- 
year writing instruction. In fact, this conservatism (and the as- 
sumptions on which it rests) appears to derive from the 
naturalization of norms reflecting humanistic epistemology and 
ideology. 

From this (subject) position comes the view that learning to 
speak the language of the scientific disciplines and professions 
too often colonizes the writer’s “voice” (a term instantiating a 
romanticist set of presuppositions), thus separating her from per- 
sonal knowledge and meaning. To be sure, there is a strong con- 
nection between students’ learning a disciplinary language or 
register and enculturation into the habits of mind of that com- 
munity. However, this enculturation is as true for students trained 
in the humanities as it is for students studying to be climatolo- 
gists, environmental engineers, or social psychologists. As stu- 
dents move from one discipline to others in their general education 
courses, they learn to code-switch. In fact, I would venture to 
suggest that the ability to code-switch is a predictor for under- 
graduate student success. At the graduate level and in profes- 
sional schools such as law, business, medicine, and engineering, 
enculturation is at the heart of students’ or apprentices’ 
professionalization. Gunnarsson suggests: 

[E]very professional group, like other social groups, is also 
formed by the establishment of an internal role structure, group 
identity, group attitudes, and group norms. The need for a pro- 
fessional identity, for a professional we feeling, for separation 
from the out-group[s], has of course played an important role 
in the construction of the professional group language and con- 
stantly motivates people to adapt and be socialized into pro- 
fessional group behaviour. Socialization into a group also means 
establishing distance from people outside the group. (101) 

In the study that my colleagues Tom Huckin, John Ackerman, 
and I conducted thirteen years ago, through participant-observation 
we tracked a graduate student’s linguistic socialization into what 
was — at that time — a social science-oriented rhetorical-research 
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community in the English department community at Carnegie 
Mellon University.^ “Nate,” the student of the study, expressed 
great anxiety at a senior professor’s suggestion that his (and other 
graduate students’) prose would come to reflect their thinking 
processes as research scientists: 



I always intended to be sensitized to the scientific canon, some- 
thing I accept like father’s lectures on handshakes, something I 
just need to do if for no other reason than you have to know 
something from the inside before you can ever fairly criticize 
it. I like to think analytically and I would hope that the bent 
toward research will satisfy an itch I’ve had for a long while. . . . 

But the line that chilled me was Young’s conclusion that our 
training and experience will be reflected by our writing which 
will be the index of our assimilation of the scientific habit of 
mind. This is almost a Frankensteinian notion of what will 
happen to my mind. First I don’t think that my writing will 
change. Of course I will learn patterns, but I have never been 
one to equate format with how someone composes. Form is 
etiquette. Handshakes. (Berkenkotter, Huckin, and Ackerman 
18) 

This excerpt, taken from one of Nate’s self-reports, reveals 
him reflecting for the first time on the kinship between 
discipline-based thinking and writing. His initial response to this 
view is that formats and conventions are superficial — “etiquette,” 
or “[h]andshakes,” as he puts it. A few months later, he begins to 
evaluate how difficult the processes of learning to write social 
science expository prose will be: 

I feel like I’m butting heads finally with ACADEMIC WRIT- 
ING — and it is monstrous and unfathomable. Young, Waller, 
and Flower [professors in the students’ program] write differ- 
ently than me. I shouldn’t lump them together because I know 
that they are quite different — and what I see is only a final 
product — and that they have much more experience doing all 
kinds of writing— and that I should not compare myself with 
people — but I feel that they have access to the code and I do 
not. (Berkenkotter, Huckin, and Ackerman 21) 

These comments suggest Nate’s awareness of a linguistic and 
semantic code that is an intellectual and social code as well — a 
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code the understanding and use of which signifies membership in 
a community of practice (Lave and Wenger). It is true that he 
was an advanced learner entering a professional program. But it 
is even more the case that much younger students read, hear, and 
must be capable of deploying their knowledge of scientific En- 
glish beginning in the middle school years and, in some cases if 
the student is precocious, much earlier. 

Students in the United States are introduced gradually to the 
conventions of scientific English in the course of their reading 
(which now includes CD-ROMs and electronic databases), in the 
instructional language of the teacher, and through engaging in 
classroom activities. There is little if any explicit instruction, how- 
ever, in the genres or the register of scientific English as a special- 
ized register, much less in its grammar or syntax. Eew public school 
language arts teachers or, at the university level, composition in- 
structors use with their students an English for Special Purposes 
(ESP) approach, an approach used by applied linguists teaching 
English as a Second Language (ESL) to non-native speakers. Un- 
like English composition instruction, ESL teachers help students 
develop an awareness of the grammatical and syntactical forms 
of scientific and social science genres. Despite the growth of ESL 
and ESP programs in U.S. universities to serve the needs of a 
growing multicultural population, the institutionalization of writ- 
ten English language instruction in English departments (rather 
than in applied linguistics programs) has meant that the atten- 
tion to linguistic form and semantics that Vygotsky saw as cru- 
cial to written language instruction has not materialized. 

Although some researchers (Ereedman; Ereedman, Adam, and 
Smart) contend that the learning of disciplinary languages oc- 
curs mostly through a process of immersion, it may be a sin of 
omission not to bring to students’ conscious awareness the con- 
ventions of scientific English. This is an argument that Tom 
Huckin and I advance in the last chapter of our book. Genre 
Knowledge in Disciplinary Communication, The forms of argu- 
ment of science and the concepts those forms embody are instan- 
tiated in textual conventions and linguistic forms quite unlike 
those that students are encouraged to use in their language arts 
or English classrooms (cf. Reid; Cope and Kalantzis). Language 
arts/English and science classrooms are profoundly different 
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semiotic contexts, contexts in which children and older students 
learn very different systems of meaning. In order to succeed in 
the university, these students must “learn how to mean” in regis- 
ters and genres that are often alien, and therefore foreboding, to 
English instructors. However, as teachers of language we need to 
realize that every discipline (or aggregate of disciplines such as 
the natural or social sciences) constitutes its own practices through 
linguistic conventions that its members use to communicate with 
one another. Likewise, every discipline has its own doxa: as teach- 
ers of language, we must learn to see beyond ours. But this is not 
an easy task by any means: the fish are the last to see the water. 



Notes 

1. We can see with hindsight that Vygotsky was farsighted in his view 
that learning scientific concepts also involved the learning of an unfa- 
miliar semantics. 

2. A rival hypothesis by Tom Huckin (personal communication) is that 
“ground water flow” is simply a lexicalization which developed not as 
grammatical transformation but independently out of the increasing need 
for lexical items to characterize new conceptual entities. In any case, 
“ground water flow” is a reification of a process. 

3. The cross-disciplinary character of the English department at Carnegie 
Mellon University in the early to mid-1980s made it possible for gradu- 
ate students to become interdisciplinary hybrids, conversant in both 
social scientific and humanist registers and genres. The role of Richard 
Young in making possible this kind of unique cross-disciplinary train- 
ing within an English department has not yet been fully recognized or 
appreciated. See Klein (Crossing Boundaries) on the rise of composi- 
tion studies as a “contested territory along the borders of literature, 
literary criticism, and rhetoric” (67). 
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Particle: Pedagogical 
Applications of Rhetoric 



Viewed as a particle a unit has appropriate or typical distri- 
butions in temporal and spatial patterns, in classes or 
systems of classes each of which constitutes a higher level 
unit. 



Young, Becker, and Pike, Rhetoric: Discovery and Change 



T he essays in this section focus primarily on situated explo- 
rations of literate practices and pedagogies as they are en- 
acted in specific programs and courses. These may be understood 
as snapshots of selections “from the dynamic whole [the profes- 
sion]” (Young, Becker, and Pike, 123). In other words, these are 
scholarly moments captured from our disciplinary family album. 
Elenore Long’s essay grapples with the complex relationship be- 
tween disciplinarity and literate practices. Through three case 
studies, she provides a compelling look at how college-aged un- 
dergraduate mentors negotiate competing disciplinary positions 
that emerge from the scholarly literature they are assigned; from 
their personal histories that imbued them with deep, strong, tacit 
theories concerning reading and writing; and from the encoun- 
ters they have with urban teen writers at a community literacy 
center. At the same time, she provides a metarhetorical analysis 
of how our discipline’s multiple, competing and contradictory 
theories of literacy inform not only our perspectives but also our 
actions as scholars and teachers. She thus offers an important 
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methodology for both studying and teaching multiple literate 
practices. 

Sam Watson’s essay tackles the following questions: “Should 
the aim of WAC be to get students to write like experts? If so, 
what might that mean?” In exploring these two important ques- 
tions, Watson problematizes the easy dichotomy of expertise/ 
naivete, thus raising important issues relevant not only for WAC 
and all writing classes but for learning in all subjects. His essay 
thus provides a rich lens with and against which the next three 
essays on writing in and across the disciplines may be read. Greene 
and Nowacek explore the question: Can writing be taught? Draw- 
ing on two empirical studies of students negotiating new disci- 
plinary discursive terrain, Greene and Nowacek examine how 
pedagogical activities, especially writing assignments and re- 
sponses to these assignments, do and do not help students par- 
ticipate in the discourses of particular fields and, thus, learn those 
fields. Their careful analysis of how the students in their studies 
interpreted assigned writing tasks offers insight into the tacit as- 
sumptions teachers and students hold about writing — assump- 
tions often at odds. In so doing, they provide a strong argument 
that challenges the “drop ’em in the deep end of the pool and 
they’ll figure out how to swim” approach and urges us to con- 
sider the complex intersections among disciplinary knowledge 
and discursive processes and products. 

Michael Palmquist provides an important behind-the-scenes 
examination of efforts to construct a WAC program and a net- 
worked WAC program at a large university. His discussion is 
situated in a larger examination of online writing centers, WAC 
programs, and online support for WAC. Along the way, he expli- 
cates two different approaches — a faculty-centered versus an in- 
tegrated approach to WAC — and provides a rich discussion of 
how institutional contexts shape participation and resistance in 
WAC programs. His essay thus raises important considerations 
for those engaged, or about to engage, in similar ventures. Like- 
wise, Sipple, Sipple and Carson trace the evolution of the devel- 
opment of a WAC program, and in the process offer an important 
model — a rich, flexible process — for other WAC programs. Their 
comprehensive heuristic, “Institutional Audit,” provides a valu- 
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able tool that holds powerful implications for curricular change 
beyond WAC programs. 

This final section invokes what motivated Richard Young’s 
initial journey into rhetoric. He was drawn to this rich terrain 
because, as he explained along with Becker and Pike in their in- 
troduction to Rhetoric: Discovery and Change, he was “convinced 
that rhetoric was potentially an important part, perhaps the most 
important part of a college student’s education; yet [he] was dis- 
mayed by the intellectual emptiness and practical ineffectiveness 
of conventional courses” (xi-xii). In these snapshots, the con- 
tributors in this section demonstrate an intellectual depth that 
promises a practical effectiveness as well. 

Work Cited 



Young, Richard E., Alton L. Becker, and Kenneth L. Pike. Rhetoric: 
Discovery and Change. New York: Harcourt, 1970. 



rs < 






- 287 - 



Chapter Thirteen 



The Rhetoric of Social Action: 
College Mentors Inventing 
the Discipline 



Elenore Long 
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central problem currently occupying the field of rhetoric and 



composition is literacy’s relationship to social action. Do 
educators make the link, for instance, by helping students master 
a repertoire of rhetorical strategies? by engaging students in the 
practice of cultural critique? by cultivating mutuality and respect 
in the multicultural classroom? The heart of the disciplinary de- 
bate is the argument over theoretically informed practices aimed 
at literate social action. Yet, while the debate poses alternative 
arguments for and against a whole range of educational priori- 
ties, a more difficult problem emerges when we shift the ground 
to ask: How are these competing arguments transformed in lo- 
cal, situated action? Clearly, how we as theorists, researchers, 
and teachers work to forge the link between literacy and social 
action is problematic. But even more problematic is the question 
of how to teach students to understand the link. This chapter 
looks at college mentors working with inner-city teenagers at 
Pittsburgh’s Community Literacy Center (CLC) as these students 
come to grips with competing notions of how literacy may sup- 
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port social action. The inquiry asks: What is the nature of college 
students’ learning when they are not only studying textual argu- 
ments for literacy in college but also practicing social action them- 
selves at the center? 

As students enrolled in an upper-division rhetoric course titled 
Rhetoric and the Writing Process: Community Literacy, college 
mentors are learners studying disciplinary arguments for literate 
social action. Yet they are also social agents supporting teen writers 
and structuring these teenagers’ learning. This chapter traces what 
happens to mentors’ theoretical commitments when these com- 
mitments are transformed into action. Analyzing the students’ 
critical reflections, I argue that mentors actively invent the disci- 
pline for themselves by (1) making sense of disciplinary argu- 
ments within a specific problematic moment and by (2) qualifying 
these positions in terms of immediate constraints, emergent op- 
portunities, and additional arguments in order to take action. In 
charting courses of action, college mentors struggle to be account- 
able to multiple interpretations, both of the situation at hand 
and of possible responses to it. Such intellectual struggle pushes 
mentors to experiment with rhetorical strategies in order to work 
out power relations and to cross cultural borders. Such struggle 
is at the heart of the disciplinary debate about literacy in the 
United States today. 



Voices at the Table: An Overview 
of the Disciplinary Debate 



The debate over literate social action is complex in part because 
both sides of the equation are contested. That is, the debate ques- 
tions what counts as literacy, as well as what counts as social 
action. Moreover, the debate interrogates how exactly a given 
image of literacy supports a given image of social action. In the 
rhetoric course on community literacy, the problematic relation- 
ship between literacy and social action is often stipulated in terms 
of building “a more fair and equitable society.” This representa- 
tion of the problem is reflected in the following entry, which 
Wayne Peck — a team teacher for the rhetoric course — posted to 
the mentors on their electronic bulletin board: 
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From: Wayne Peck 

There are problems all over the place. But let’s try to major not 
in the minor [problems] but to major in the majors. These are 
the unresolved questions of how in the hell do you get a more 
fair and equitable society. 

Peck’s post invites mentors to “major in the major problems” 
that characterize literate social action. For mentors, Peck’s invi- 
tation includes clarifying the work they see themselves doing at 
the center. In response to positions such as Peck’s, mentors de- 
velop their own arguments for literate social action. Encoded in 
these positions are arguments from the larger disciplinary de- 
bate. The following section highlights four competing views of 
what one might consider the highest priority for someone want- 
ing to support literate social action. 

Contested Practice: Emphasize Grammatical Correctness 

In “IQ and Standard English,” Thomas Farrell argues, “For people 
today to develop abstract thinking, they need to know the gram- 
mar of a literate language. ... In this country, that means learn- 
ing the grammar of Standard English” (477-78). In her post, a 
mentor named Meg^ takes a similar stance and questions the value 
that nonacademic literacy would have for urban teenagers at the 
CLC if they are to succeed in mainstream society: 



From: Meg Anderson 

What’s the value of community literacy? Community literacy 
is nothing like academic literacy, which means there is no gram- 
mar. Obviously, academic literacy has higher value, because 
when teens talk in their own discourse, they come across as 
less than intelligent. 



Contested Practice: Support Emancipation 

Other mentors interpret the situation of mentoring through the 
Marxist lens of class struggle. Some turn to Paulo Freire’s work 
with politically oppressed people — work that helps learners use 
literacy as a tool to critically analyze cultural myths, particularly 
those that position them in the passive role of consumers. Freire 
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argues that literacy education emancipates learners when they 
learn to separate education from propaganda. Explicating a ciga- 
rette advertisement, for example, Freire explains that through 
emancipatory lessons, learners begin to perceive the deceit in a 
cigarette advertisement featuring a beautiful woman in a bikini: 
“The fact that she, her smile, her beauty, and her bikini have 
nothing at all to do with cigarettes” (“Adult” 409). Echoing 
Freire’s commitment to critical consciousness, a mentor named 
Liz describes her goal for working with a teenager named Chaz: 



From: Liz Trail 

Freire talks about being aware of meaning and what you’re 
thinking as you’re doing it — getting at a meta-level about . . . 
culture, what it means, and what it means to mean and all 
that. Chaz has so much to say about what’s going on in his 
world. That’s what I want to be doing, helping him bring up 
that stuff he was never conscious of. Helping him to develop a 
consciousness that might not have been there. He wants to be 
a professional football player. I challenge that. He’s a little guy, 
you know. I ask him to analyze this cultural thing — football, 
which I don’t think is too much to ask from someone at this 
age level. 



Contested Practice: Invite Free Expression 

A third argument promotes literacy as free expression. Advo- 
cates of this position stress students’ “own authority to make 
meaning as writers,” not “what they have yet to attain in order 
to be able to write” (Willinsky 28). Mentors Elizabeth and Marta 
describe their notions of an ideal literacy project, one that gives 
top priority to self-expression over the goals of learning specific 
genres or writing conventions: 



From: Elizabeth Kreski 

It might be better simply to have the teen writers [write] about 
whatever they wanted, in whatever genre. 

From: Marta Johnson 

This leads me to question the writing standards of the English 
language. Apparently these standards don’t work. So who’s 

continued on next page 
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trying to cling to them and why? Pm trying to say that it doesn’t 
matter when you look at it [teens’ writing] as communication. 
This person is trying to say something. Their goal may be just 
to get something off of their chest. Our goal as a collective is 
understanding and being a receptacle of that communication. 
If meaning reaches any number of us, that person was success- 
ful. 



Contested Practice: Support Action-Oriented 
Problem Solving 

John Dewey argues that effective instruction plunges students 
into “perplexing situations” which allow them to choose their 
own courses of action. Literacy, then, is a tool for asking tough- 
minded questions and responding to real problems. Shirley Heath 
and Milbrey McLaughlin argue that while schools typically fail 
inner-city teens, community programs often accomplish what 
schools do not because they can “provide opportunities for young- 
sters to build a sense of self-efficacy and a series of prevailing 
narratives of success in different . . . kinds of activities . . . and 
promote strong pride in . . . specific accomplishments” (24). 
Mentoring a teen who writes about problems she sees in her in- 
ner-city school, Keith crafts questions to invite the teen to trans- 
late her complaints about school into ideas for constructive 
change: 



From: Keith Harter 

I keep asking tough questions like, “What would you propose 
as a change?” and “How can you get adults to take you seri- 
ously?^^ 



As the electronic bulletin board posts suggest, mentors’ ideas 
reflect competing positions in the larger disciplinary debate. These 
disciplinary positions are voices that mentors confront as assump- 
tions from their own experiences, as arguments that other people 
pose to them, as the agenda of the literacy center where they 
work as mentors, and as theoretical positions from academic texts. 
Yet mentors typically do much more than echo a favorite scholar 
or reinscribe an old habit of mind. But how much we see of the 
mentors’ intellectual life depends, first, on the interpretive lens 
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we bring to the disciplinary debate over literacy’s role in stimu- 
lating social action. 



Three Ways to Approach the Disciplinary 
Debate over Literate Social Action 

To this point, disciplinary scholarship has generally offered us 
two basic frameworks for thinking about the scholarly ideas that 
inform action. One framework looks for necessary and self-evi- 
dent criteria. The second tells us to investigate the debate to lo- 
cate the most reasonable argument for informing contingent 
decisions. Yet, through tracing mentors’ critical reflections, we 
see a third alternative, one that a cognitive-rhetorical perspective 
further illuminates. This perspective extends the distinction that 
Chaim Perelman and Lucie Olbrechts-Tyteca make between the 
necessary and self-evident on the one hand, and the deliberative 
and contingent on the other. The cognitive-rhetorical perspective 
suggests that a person engages in the larger debate in order to 
negotiate competing — even conflicting — disciplinary arguments. 
As the following cases illustrate, mentors actively negotiate com- 
peting disciplinary arguments in order to take action and be ac- 
countable to those actions. 

Read to Uncover Universal Principles 
and General Truths 

One way to read the disciplinary debate over literate social ac- 
tion is to look for criteria that are necessary to ensure that lit- 
eracy supports social action. As Michael Bernard-Donals argues, 
this approach provides theorists like himself with criteria for step- 
ping outside the realm of the contingent to assess “which changes 
of subject position constitute movements in the direction of the 
good” (14). Similarly, in an essay titled “Reflections on Allan 
Bloom’s Critics: A Defense of Universal Norms,” Mark Roche 
advocates identifying what is necessary for educational reform 
to work. Responding to Allan Bloom’s argument in The Closing 
of the American Mind, Roche writes: 
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Not only do I think that some truths are not in flux . . . (they 
can be deduced a priori), ... I also think that is a good thing, 

. . . and that the need for recognizing universal norms needs 
more supporters. ... That we have moved too far away from 
what is universal and non-contingent is one of Bloom’s claims, 
a claim that I am willing to take seriously. (135, 138) 



The universal principles or general truths to which Roche refers 
may be religious (as reflected in Freire’s Pedagogy of the Op- 
pressed-, see also James Berlin’s analysis of Freire) and are often 
sociopolitical (as in Pierre Bourdieu and Jean Claude Passeron’s 
Reproduction in Education, Society, and Culture). Herbert Gintis, 
for instance, argues along sociopolitical lines when he maintains 
that radical structural changes in the larger society are necessary 
before literacy education can effect any significant social change. 

Reading the debate in this way one might also look for a 
priori assumptions about language. A priori linguistic theories 
assume, for instance, that specific features of language correspond 
to universal patterns of thought (as Noam Chomsky suggests) or 
have a fixed and autonomous status outside the immediate con- 
text in which they are used (as Thomas Cook, Judith Levinson- 
Rose, and William Pollard maintain). As a result, discourse 
conventions are considered “abstract, transcendent, and simul- 
taneously present” rules rather than social compacts that emerge 
from context (Hopper 21). Such a priori assumptions permeate 
common notions of the relationship between literacy and social 
action. Take, for instance, the current-traditional The Practical 
Stylist by Sheridan Baker, still one of the most popular textbooks 
today for teaching first-year composition. The textbook’s premise 
is that clear (i.e., “literate”) ideas gain expression through a fixed, 
prescriptive linguistic structure. David Olson has argued that from 
such reasoning it follows that responsible literacy instruction is 
text based, requiring students to produce texts that reflect this 
“clear thinking.” 

Often sociopolitical arguments merge with arguments main- 
taining an a priori view of language. For instance, in their argu- 
ments regarding literacy as social action, David Bartholomae and 
James Gee acknowledge the political and social factors affecting 
linguistic norms, and they treat textual conventions as autono- 
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mous, prefigured entities. Thus they argue that literacy links to 
social action when instruction teaches students to imitate the dis- 
courses of prestige and power. 

Reading in order to uncover universal principles or general 
truths provides a basis from which to dismiss other arguments in 
the debate. As a framework, it attempts to move the argument 
over literate social action out of the realm of contingent knowl- 
edge in order to argue what is necessary for literacy to support 
social action. Within this framework, the teacher or mentor serves 
to transmit literacy. This practitioner is a conduit — up front and 
personal, but a conduit nonetheless — for the transfer of literacy 
to be reproduced within a social structure. 



Take a Text-Based Rhetorical View to 
Discern the Most Convincing Argument 

A text-based rhetorical view reads the debate over literate social 
action to look for the most convincing text (Perelman and 
Olbrechts-Tyteca). From this perspective, the aim of arguments 
within the debate is to advocate a particular definition of literate 
social action. Each competing argument attempts to convince 
readers that its claims for literate social action are more reason- 
able and more justifiable than the others. The reader’s task is to 
discern the worthiest argument. 

This rhetorical view acknowledges that arguments for liter- 
ate social action pertain to issues of human choice, not to univer- 
sal principles or general truths. As such, these textual arguments 
must always deal with the contingent world, dismissing the claim 
that structural or a priori claims are somehow objective or “true” 
(Perelman; Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca). In the face of con- 
tingent knowledge about social issues, what constitutes moral 
public action? This is the question that governs the realm in which 
rhetoric thrives (Goggin and Long). 

This text-based rhetorical approach underscores that the rea- 
sonableness of a claim is not self-evident but rather must be ar- 
gued and agreed upon. An argument is judged reasonable when 
it resonates with its readers’ values (Perelman; Perelman and 
Olbrechts-Tyteca). John Willinsky views an era of disciplinary his- 
tory through this lens when he assesses the success of Peter Elbow’s 
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Writing without Teachers. Willinsky maintains that in the 1970s 
and early 1980s, readers judged Elbow’s argument to be reason- 
able because it resonated with the values they upheld as white 
liberal educators: values of free expression and individualism. 

David Russell maintains that the current field of rhetoric and 
composition has largely lost sight of the classical understanding 
of how theory and practice inform one another. Instead, too of- 
ten the field works from a simpler notion of “theoretical discov- 
ery leading] to practical applications in problem solving” (176). 
Consequently, the emphasis in the current textual-rhetorical ap- 
proach is on the interpretive task of selecting the best argument. 
Subsequent actions are considered to be merely informed by this 
theoretical deliberation, outside the parameters of the immediate 
rhetorical task. From a text-based rhetorical perspective, argu- 
ments over literate social action make up a contest of words that 
asks people to deliberate over the worth of competing texts. This 
interpretative approach views the debate as a textual performance 
of persuasion, governed by the slogan, “May the best text win,” 

Take a Cognitive Rhetorical View to 
Negotiate Competing Voices 

Cognitive rhetoric draws on negotiation theory to suggest an- 
other framework for viewing this argument: negotiated action. 
Cognitive rhetoric is embedded within the rhetorical tradition 
already described. Among its aims is to account for how people 
deliberate in the discursive space between the necessary and the 
arbitrary (Flower, “Cognitive”). That is, unlike the first approach 
that looks for general truths, cognitive rhetoric emphasizes that 
the educator’s task is more complicated than searching for uni- 
versal truths to implement in practice. But cognitive rhetoric also 
differs from a text-based view of rhetoric by emphasizing discur- 
sive activity. Cognitive rhetoric maintains that the heartbeat of 
rhetoric is the constructive process of meaning making through 
which people transform conventional practices into inventive and 
purposeful literate action (Long and Flower). 

Negotiation theory emerges from a cognitive-rhetorical ori- 
entation. This theory grows out of a whole host of process-trac- 
ing studies of writers composing texts (cf. Hull and Rose) and 
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maintains that in moments of conflict, writers wrestle with com- 
peting voices for how to interpret and respond to their rhetorical 
situations: “voices of past experience and present opportunity — 
the voice of wisdom, ... the voice of demand and doom, ... the 
voice of possibility, . . . the voice of the discourse, . . . the voice of 
one’s broad intentions and specific goals” (Flower, Construction 
67). Negotiation theory attempts to account for writers’ judg- 
ments as they interpret these multiple voices. The term negotia- 
tion describes this interpretive judgment in two senses of the term: 

♦ writers do indeed negotiate/arbitrate power relations inherent in 
the social forces and inner voices that would shape writing, de- 
ciding whose demands to acknowledge, which goals to honor, 
where to compromise, and how to strike the balance; and 

♦ writers negotiate/navigate their way through the space of the 
problem, charting the best possible path across a hillside strewn 
with obstacles and invitations, or envisioning the swift channel 
down the river that reaches many goals, satisfies as many con- 
straints, and avoids as many difficulties as possible. (70) 

As a lens for studying the problem of literate social action, nego- 
tiation theory suggests that when people find an argument con- 
vincing, they do much more than apply the argument to 
instructional methods. Consider, for instance, Lisa Delpit’s argu- 
ment in “The Silenced Dialogue” for providing minority students 
with direct instruction in standard written English. Delpit argues 
that the most urgently needed literate social action is that which 
teaches students to master mainstream discourse. She advocates 
that teachers provide students with explicit instruction in Stan- 
dard English, as well as opportunities to practice using it within 
meaningful contexts for communication. If a teacher were to find 
this argument convincing, negotiation theory suggests that in 
moment-to-moment action that teacher would juggle Delpit’s 
argument for direct instruction with familiar competing argu- 
ments, such as claims regarding issues of ethnic identity and her 
own personal commitments and habits of mind, as well as exter- 
nal pressures and the interpersonal dynamics of the classroom. 
Negotiation theory values the claims people build to account for 
their actions, but rather than performing discourse analyses of 
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these accounts, it aims to understand the literate act in which 
people negotiate competing arguments for what to do (and how 
and why to do it). Transforming competing claims into a course 
of action, this act of negotiation is considered a highly rhetorical 
performance, in which individual cognition mediates public dis- 
course (Flower, “Cognitive”; Construction). 

To be sure, cognitive rhetoric, as well as the theory of nego- 
tiation that informs it, does not make the problem of literate 
social action any less controversial. But it does shift the focus 
from general principles and texts to situated, specific action. As 
an interpretive lens for reading the debate over literate social ac- 
tion, cognitive rhetoric stresses that judgment figures into the 
process of literate social action not only as a reader discerns the 
validity or worth of one argument over another; judgment con- 
tinues to be part of the rhetorical process as individuals (such as 
college mentors at the Community Literacy Center) chart courses 
of action for themselves. For in charting these paths, individuals 
continue to engage in the act of meaning making. Without de- 
valuing disciplinary arguments, cognitive rhetoric shifts the fo- 
cus to situated individuals making difficult decisions in the face 
of competing, internalized public voices. 

The Community Literacy Seminar 

The college mentors featured in the following cases find them- 
selves at an intersection between an academic seminar and a lit- 
eracy project for inner-city teenagers at the Community Literacy 
Center. The formal aspect of this seminar asks students to learn 
to work as mentors, conduct observation-based inquiries, and 
read theories of literacy. The second aspect of the seminar is a 
literacy project for teenagers at the CLC, an intercultural com- 
munity-university collaborative with an eighty-year history as a 
settlement house in an intercultural urban neighborhood (Peck, 
Flower, and Higgins). First and foremost, teens, mentors, and 
project leaders come together at the center as advocates for a 
common project: investigating problems that affect the lives of 
Pittsburgh’s inner-city teens — situations involving street violence, 
drugs, teen pregnancy, and police-teen relations, for instance. Over 
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the course of each project, teens produce a newsletter or video, 
and they hold a community conversation (a public assembly re- 
sembling a town meeting) to address the topic of the project. 

College students work as mentors with teen writers in these 
projects. Unlike mentoring associated with a resident expert or 
coach, at the CLC the job of a mentor-as-supporter is not to 
offer good advice but to help the writer-as-planner consider stra- 
tegically the rhetorical issues of purpose, key points, text con- 
ventions, and topic information (Flower, Wallace, Norris, and 
Burnett). 

Supporting Literate Social Action: Three Case Studies 

Given the kinds of conflicts that arise at the CLC, mentors’ learn- 
ing involves more than coming to some sudden realization or 
learning to adopt a politically correct set of attitudes. Rather, for 
mentors, learning depends on sustained and sometimes unset- 
tling engagement with genuine open questions regarding their 
roles as mentors and the project of linking literacy to social ac- 
tion. The rhetorically rigorous aspect of their learning involves 
charting a course of action that strives to be accountable to com- 
peting — even conflicting — arguments concerning literate social 
action. It is in this activity, in the charting of a course of action, 
that I would argue mentors are not simply echoing arguments 
from the disciplinary debate but rather are actively inventing the 
discipline for themselves. 

Gerald Graff has argued for the teaching of “the conflicts 
themselves” to revitalize American education. Mentoring at the 
CLC provides students with the chance to take this educational 
challenge one step further, drawing from the disciplinary debate 
to make judgments about how to create intercultural relation- 
ships. Not all mentors actively negotiate disciplinary issues all of 
the time. But as the case studies suggest, for the most part men- 
tors do situate and qualify theoretical positions in light of other 
commitments that emerge from additional readings, discussions, 
and their connections with teen writers. 

The following cases are grounded in an analytical method 
developed for my dissertation, “The Rhetoric of Literate Social 
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Action: Mentors Negotiating Intercultural Images of Literacy.” 
In a nutshell, mentors audiotaped self-interviews after holding 
six of their mentoring sessions. Transcripts from these interviews 
were coded for “conflict episodes.” Blind to one another’s codings, 
co-raters identified conflict episodes with 83.5 percent reliability. 

Direct quotes are taken either from these conflict episodes or 
from mentors’ final papers. For the argument I am making in 
this chapter, what is important about this method of analysis is 
this: The analysis indicates that mentors are not simply alluding 
to disciplinary arguments as they mentor, but they are actively 
negotiating the implications of these arguments for the central 
problems they frame for themselves. 

Case 1. Rachel: An Invented 
Exchange with William Lobov 

While mentoring, Rachel frames her final project as an observa- 
tion-based inquiry into the everyday cultural knowledge that teen- 
agers bring to reading and critiquing advertisements she finds 
genuinely perplexing — texts geared to seducing African Ameri- 
can teenagers into buying malt liquor, fast cars, or $200 tennis 
shoes. Based on her reading of William Labov and three other 
discourse theorists (each with a different perspective on how to 
conduct such an inquiry), she invents a discussion in which the 
theorists advise her project. 

Rachel’s Literature Review 

To begin the discussion, Rachel explains to the theorists the ra- 
tionale for her inquiry: 

Rachel: As a college student, I confront advertisements daily, but 
hardly give them a second thought. Any given day in Baker 
Hall, I might walk past an ad trying to persuade me to sign 
up for an American Express Card, for an LSAT prep course, 
or to send away for information about an academic seminar 
program. The message of any ad, I had assumed, was 
perfectly obvious to anyone who could read. 

I realized this wasn’t true when at the CLC I flipped 
open ]et and Ebony [two popular magazines targeting 
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African American readers]. There I saw advertisements that 
were not only unfamiliar to me, but downright perplexing as 
well. These ads were written for African American youth. So 
I’ve figured that the CLC teens might very well possess the 
cultural knowledge to clue me in on the advertisers’ “in- 
tended” meanings. My question now is how to proceed. 



In the invented debate that follows, the theorists challenge one 
another, as well as Rachel, as they lay out the assumptions 
undergirding their work in order to direct hers. Then, in the final 
conversational turn, Rachel challenges Labov— highlighting the 
intercultural focus of her project: 

Labov: When I did my study, I compared the verbal behavior of 
an African American inner-city child when he was inter- 
viewed by a white interviewer with his response when 
interviewed by Clarence Robins, an African American. . . . 
The [second] time Mr. Robins met with Leon, he changed the 
social situation: he brought in potato chips, Leon’s best 
friend. ... As a result, the boys wouldn’t stop talking. . . . 

Rachel: But, Labov, I don’t want to try and find an African 
American interviewer to conduct my inquiry. I’m a Jewish 
American 20-year-old, and I want to have the conversation. I 
want to see what I can learn firsthand. What this project is 
all about is finding a strategy for instigating intercultural 
conversation here at the CLC. 

Rachel’s project yokes the competing research perspectives of four 
discourse theorists with a problem that emerges for her from 
observations at the CLC, taking her on an exploration of the 
limits of her own cultural literacy and of the cultural resources of 
the CLC teens. Drawing again on the theorists to help her inter- 
pret the teens’ comments as they unravel the specific logic of 
each advertisement, Rachel also identifies patterns emerging across 
interpretations, specifically “the distinction teens make between 
genuine and illegitimate authority, their strong sense of cultural 
unity, and their knowledge about the manipulative strategies of 
advertisers.” Woven throughout her analysis are excerpts of dia- 
logue between Rachel and each of the teens as they talk about — 
rather than shy away from acknowledging — hovv aspects of their 
world views differ. 
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Intercultural Inquiry 

As Rachel’s project suggests, in order to establish a basis for un- 
derstanding one another and improving collaboration, the com- 
munity literacy seminar asks students to uncover the ways 
different people interpret or “read” a significant situation. A 
mentor named Kara, for instance, compared the ways in which 
she and two teen writers interpreted and approached the task of 
revision. And Dillon (a white mentor from Orange County, Cali- 
fornia) asked teen writers to help her better understand how teen- 
agers express aspects of their cultural identities through discourse 
switching — reflecting, in the process, on her own cultural nego- 
tiations when teenagers asked her to perform publicly a role which 
they had scripted in Black English Vernacular. 

The stipulation for these projects is that teenagers be included 
not solely as informants or as objects of inquiry, but rather as 
partners in interpreting a genuinely problematic situation or text. 
At its best, such inquiry fosters mutuality between mentor and 
teen — the kind of mutuality, for instance, that mentor Rachel 
and teen Terrel achieve when working through the contradictory 
codes in an automobile commercial published in magazines tar- 
geted at young African American readers. Part way through their 
audiotaped discussion of the ad, Terrel physically takes the re- 
corder from Rachel and starts speaking directly into the micro- 
phone, explaining his critique of the advertisement. At this point, 
Terrel is not merely supplying answers to the mentor’s questions, 
but articulating a point so that others might learn what he has to 
say. 

Case 2. Keith: Agitating toward Productive Friction 

Extending Freire’s emancipatory pedagogy, Henry Giroux posits 
critical literacy as the exercise of power in acts of social resis- 
tance. From a historical perspective, Giroux contends that lit- 
eracy is a double-edged sword: It represents “signifiers 
monopolized by the ruling class, [yet is] . . . also wielded for the 
purpose of self- and social- empowerment” (“Theories” 291). 
Critical literacy makes no promise to secure a state of emancipa- 
tion. “To be literate is not to be free, it is to be present and active 
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in the struggle for reclaiming one’s voice, history, and future” 
(Giroux, Teachers 65). Critical literacy promises empowered 
struggle through opposition. 

Critical literacy advocates educational practices that ask stu- 
dents to oppose existing injustices. Roger Simon explains: “Teach- 
ing and learning must be linked to the goal of educating students 
to take risks to struggle with ongoing relations of power” (375). 
Giroux theorizes that social structures are not determinant; thus 
social oppression is never complete (“Theories”). There is ready 
opportunity for resistance. He argues that human agency is posi- 
tioned within the tension between social structure and resistance. 



Inventive Practices for Fostering Critical Literacy 

It is not uncommon for CLC mentors to have background in 
literary and cultural studies. However, Keith is particularly facile 
with this disciplinary set of ideas— “thinking tools” he calls them.^ 
Keith explains having sought out additional courses in cultural 
theory beyond those required for his professional writing major: 
“I’ve gone outside and taken cultural theory classes just to in- 
form what I’m writing about.” As a mentor, he strives to trans- 
late what he has learned from his literary and cultural theory 
courses into a set of practices for fostering the critical literacy of 
Chanda, the teenage writer with whom he has been paired. 

Guard against Homogeneity. To foster critical literacy, Keith 
decides he must first understand the power dynamics of the lit- 
eracy center. He is interested in how teens, mentors, and literacy 
leaders relate among themselves. And with the school board as 
the audience for the document the teens are producing this se- 
mester, Keith is also interested in how power dynamics between 
the teens and this set of adults will affect the teens’ efforts to 
enter into genuine dialogue with the school board. 

Playfully, Keith positions himself at a slight distance from 
the CLC’s project, always cooperating yet also keeping an eye 
out for stories that would otherwise have gone, if not unnoticed, 
at least untold. As Keith explains, he defines his stance according 
to Jean-Fran^ois Lyotard’s notion of “a theory of [language] games 
which accepts agonistics as a founding principle . . . [and invites] 
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the inventiveness of the players in making their moves” (16-17). 
He is vigilant about broadening the stories participants tell about 
their experiences at the center, ensuring that “the main story not 
suppress the richness of the small narratives — and press them 
into a single mold.” As reflected in his course journal and in his 
entries on the mentors’ electronic bulletin board, Keith is par- 
ticularly interested in incidents that bear witness to the fluidity 
of the power dynamics at the center. For instance, he documents 
an incident in which a teen writer assumes an unexpected power 
position by interrupting two literacy leaders’ unsuccessful attempts 
to work a videocassette machine, thereby “tak[ing] control of 
the schedule and allow[ing] the daily program to proceed as 
planned.” Keith elaborates: 

Tiana [a teen writer] stepped up to the plate. Just as Wayne [a 
literacy leader] was muttering something under his breath and 
apparently ready to shut down for the day, Tiana walked up to 
the VCR, pushed the right buttons, and got the show on the 
road. Without her, the entire day’s plan would have flown out 
the window. With the slightest bit of maneuvering, the power 
dynamic between her and Wayne shifted. Wayne was at her 
mercy and grateful for her know-how. 

For his course project, Keith analyzes the power dynamics at the 
center. He wants to understand the “circuits of power” linking 
writers, mentors, and literacy leaders. He explains: 

I try to notice — and to gauge — the different reactions when 
different people speak. . . . I’ve been trying to furiously take 
notes . . . about my perceptions about what’s going on while 
the group sessions are happening. Part of that is that I want to 
know about concepts of power that are going on in that room. 



For Keith, this inquiry has immediate application, for he wants 
to consider how he can legitimately support his teen writer s ef- 
forts to negotiate with members of the school board, who review 
the teens’ ideas for restructuring the city schools. 

Show Productive Frictions. Given his background in literary and 
cultural studies, Keith considers the teenagers’ oppositional dis- 
course of complaint and blame to be counterproductive — although 
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some of his classmates would encourage such discourse as evi- 
dence of opposition to the dominant social structure. Keith ar- 
gues that a more robust priority is to support generative dialogues 
between the teen writers and the school board members by locat- 
ing what he calls “productive frictions”: 

I want . . . Chanda to start thinking about possible alternatives 
to directly challenging the power position of the school board. 

You know, to think about other ways to get into the conversa- 
tion. I am hoping to show her the possibility of other, more 
productive frictions. 

Cope with a Foiled Attempt. Keith’s goal as a mentor is to prompt 
Chanda to study “the system of power relationships” within their 
project for school reform. But one afternoon, his effort to carry 
out this goal backfired. “Damn! My strategy backfired,” he re- 
flected afterwards. “My questions . . . went over like a lead bal- 
loon.” Keith explains that during a group discussion with the 
school board president, he was groping for a way to communi- 
cate with his teen writer without disrupting the discussion. So he 
decided to pass her a note. The note listed two questions which 
Keith had designed to prompt Chanda to analyze how the teens 
had positioned themselves in direct opposition to the school board 
president and how they could reposition themselves more strate- 
gically. Keith elaborates what went wrong: 

Chanda read the note, seemed to think about it for a minute, 
but didn’t say anything. So I put the questions to the whole 
group. But then the questions were beaten into silence. I don’t 
think anyone actually thought about either of them. 

Had all gone according to plan, Keith’s questions would have 
prompted Chanda to analyze power relations for herself and to 
help the group position itself more strategically in light of that 
analysis. However, strategies are not always effective and, as Keith 
recounts, they may even backfire. 

In his final paper, Keith interprets the event further. After 
mentioning having felt “like I had been caught in grade school 
passing cartoons,” he considers the event in terms of his effort to 
support literate social action. He writes: 
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The result of asking these questions demonstrated power shifts 
but in an unexpected way. As a Mentor, having a question which 
I formulated left hanging in silence shifted my position in the 
roundtable. Mentors are constructed as authorities on writing 
and planning — a lack of response from the writers devalues 
that authority, at least to the Mentor. Here, I shifted my posi- 
tion in the power structure to that of less importance without 
improving the power position of my Writer. 

Keith had wanted to support literate social action by having 
Chanda and the group consider power relations between them- 
selves and the school board president. Instead, his intervention 
served only as another interesting event to account for in his study 
of the shifting locus of power at the CLC. 

Ask Tough-Minded Questions. Even though Keith felt that dur- 
ing the note-passing incident he had temporarily constructed him- 
self as a troublemaker, he stays committed to his goal of supporting 
productive friction between teens and school board members. 
His central tool for supporting this goal is to ask “tough-minded 
questions,” a strategy in stark contrast to the “feel good” image 
of mentoring that he hears some other mentors advocating. While 
some mentors may be content merely being a pal to their teen 
writers, Keith is not: 

Some people— I don’t know, like Rita— probably expect, you 
know, these kids to just bring up an idea and, “Oh, that’s great. 

Now let’s move on.” I don’t happen to share that sort of ideol- 
ogy. Chanda is a good writer, and she is very articulate. I’m 
there to push her thinking. I ask a lot of tough-minded ques- 
tions. ... I know’this might sound arrogant. But I don’t mean 
it to be. I just think that if she gets the experience or maybe is 
expected to push her thinking, then that might be one of the 
best things I could do, just give her something to base her sub- 
sequent thinking on. 

Keith worries that all too often literacy instruction stifles stu- 
dents’ growth. For an ethical and theoretically informed alterna- 
tive, Keith turns to tough-minded questions to help Chanda 
prepare to meet with and write to members of the school board. 

Keith’s reflections underscore that he knows real cultural dif- 
ferences make it difficult to transfer theories of power from the 
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university to the CLC. For one thing, Keith maintains that with- 
out adequately understanding issues of power from the writers’ 
perspective, “we’d be denying our culpability in living in the 
master’s house. ...” For another, the very dynamics he is work- 
ing to understand make teaching about power relationships dif- 
ficult. That is, at least when seated at the table, the fluidity of his 
own status as mentor makes it difficult for Keith to find ground 
stable enough for building a scaffold. As a kind of scaffolding 
aimed at helping writers consider issues of power, passing a note 
proves ineffective. Nonetheless, as a committed mentor he is dedi- 
cated to Chanda’s intellectual growth. So he translates the best 
he has to offer into tough-minded questions. 

Case 3. Paula: Translating a Commitment 
to Freirian Pedagogy into Action 

Paula comes to the CLC with an explicit commitment to Freirian 
pedagogy. Introduced to Freire in a previous rhetoric class, her 
commitment translates into an eagerness to work as a “co-learner” 
with the teen writers and literacy leaders. Following her visit to 
the CLC after three weeks of training on campus, Paula empha- 
sizes the importance of equality: “I want us [her teen writer and 
herself] to be equals.” And she argues that the CLC makes a 
difference in teens’ lives precisely because of its commitment to 
equality: 

Unlike high school where unequal social status between stu- 
dents and teachers puts at-risk students even more at risk, the 
CLC grants everyone equal status, positioning all participants 
as co-learners [where, without the] . . . hierarchy of teacher- 
student relationships, . . . each person concentrates on their 
own learning. 

While the effects of the CLC are interwoven into the fabric of 
teens’ lives and thus are not always as profound as Paula sug- 
gests, her sense of the democratic underpinnings of the CLC’s 
philosophy is not unfounded. Specifically, it resonates with an 
explicit respect for those who participate there, a respect articu- 
lated in several of the articles Paula had read as part of her train- 
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ing as a mentor. However, as we will see, her goal of achieving 
social equality proves problematic. Initially assuming an- inher- 
ent — and positive — relationship between literacy and social equal- 
ity, Paula struggles with how to instantiate her goal of equality. 

Literacy and Social Equality: The Academic Debate 

Paula’s struggle resonates with vigorous, ongoing academic dis- 
cussions of literacy: how to represent accurately the relationship 
of literacy to social equality. Theorists such as Mike Rose argue 
that literacy education has “the power to equalize things” (137). 
Others blast such an assumption. Strongest, perhaps, is Elzpeth 
Stuckey, who contends in The Violence of Literacy that “literacy 
is a system of oppression” (47). Drawing on Stuart Hall’s theory 
of articulation, John Trimbur argues, however, that there is not 
“a fixed and necessary correspondence between literate practices 
and the social formation” (48)— that is, say, between literacy at 
the CLC and social equality there. Rather than being predeter- 
mined, the effect or role of literacy in lived experience must be 
articulated as “particular ideologies, political subjects, cultural 
practices, and social movements and institutions that are ut- 
tered and combined within specific moments of history (Trimbur 
42). Moreover, he contends that Rose’s Lives on the Boundary is 
radical to the extent that it proposes “redefined standards and 
practices of literacy that are capable of promoting more equal 
social order” (48). 

It is at this point in the disciplinary debate — the point at which 
theorists in the field of literacy work to articulate the dynamism 
with which discursive practices of social activity combine and 
recombine — that we hear a resonance with Paula’s own negotia- 
tions in mentoring. The indeterminacy of literacy’s relationship 
to social equality is a source of tension for Paula as a mentor. 
Granted, Paula’s efforts to support social equality are not unique. 
As teachers we often work to maintain a sense of equality in the 
classroom. But the conflicts which Paula negotiates are especially 
interesting when considered in light of the course of action she 
constructs for herself as a conscientious and theoretically 
grounded mentor. 
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“I WANT US TO BE EQUALS.” 

During several of her first sessions as a mentor, Paula struggles 
with the desire to violate codes of equality within conversational 
discourse — where partners share turn taking, move freely among 
topics, and avoid stating “should commands” to one another — 
in order to provide her teen writer with explicit writing instruc- 
tion. The conflict regarding social equality becomes all the more 
intense one afternoon when she leads a small group of teenagers 
in finalizing the script for the Community Conversation, the 
project’s culminating event— a town meeting during which the 
teens will present their ideas on school reform. 

The stakes are high this afternoon. The script is a big deal. 
All the teens know they will have parts to play, and they are 
waiting to find out their parts. The pressure is intense. The writ- 
ing session this afternoon is necessarily the last before the 
prescheduled dress rehearsal and final Community Conversation, 
which school board members, teachers, and the center’s funders 
will be attending. And not much of the script is actually written 
yet. In addition, the literacy leader who had previously worked 
with this group of teen writers is now absent, having stayed on 
campus for a faculty meeting. Discussing the situation later, Paula 
describes how the added responsibility brought with it a central 
concern: “I pretty much took charge, and now I’m struggling 
with that because this is the CLC where everyone is supposed to 
be equal.” As Paula explains it, the challenge was to chart a course 
of action that would respect the writers’ rights to be the “plan- 
ners and thinkers” in developing the script, while at the same 
time ensuring that a specific, and rather large, writing task would 
get accomplished, and accomplished well, within a short time 
frame. 

For Paula, learning at the CLC means actively appraising her 
course of action as a mentor in light of the competing pressures 
she feels obliged to honor, the multiple goals she is working to 
achieve, and the options she regards as viable. Consider first the 
pressure Paula describes. All of us working at the center that day 
knew Paula and the writers were under severe time constraints, 
and Paula had the responsibility of taking over for an absentee 
literacy leader. In her reflective self-interview, however, Paula 
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addresses other pressures, including the emotional baggage car- 
ried over from the previous session. The session the previous 
Monday had not been a typical CLC writing day, though per- 
haps we can all relate to Paula’s description of it: “Getting the 
ideas we needed and the little bits and pieces which we did Mon- 
day .. . was like pulling teeth We were all stuck, so getting 

going again today was really difficult.” Moreover, there was sim- 
ply a lot of writing to complete: “We had so many loose ends. 
We just needed to tie them up. I mean, we scrawled a few notes 
here and there on Monday, but we needed a format. We needed 
to get this thing in some kind of script form.” 

Intensifying Paula’s sense of pressure were the specific goals 
she set for herself. In her reflection of the session, she describes 
trying to uphold three goals: (1) to support the purpose of the 
CLC, (2) “to have had a good day . . . after Monday,” and (3) to 
complete the script for the skit. She articulates a felt difficulty 
stemming from the fact that she wants to encourage the teens to 
name their task for themselves, but she also realizes she needs to 
provide some leadership: 

I set the goal for us. . . . It was a big task, we had a lot of work 
ahead of us. And I said, “We’re gonna write the script based 
on what we said the other day, and we’re going to get it done.” 

I set the goal for us, like right at the beginning of the day, and 
everyone knew this. 

It might have been easy enough to have achieved any one of these 
goals: to have completed the skit, say, by railroading the writers 
or by writing it herself, or to have had a great day with little 
regard for productivity. What was difficult was simultaneously 
attending to all three goals. 

In contending with this conflict, Paula names several options 
for mentoring but explains that she considered only one option 
to be genuinely viable. Her customary role was no longer avail- 
able to her, for that role relied on having a literacy leader there to 
“lead the discussion,” with “Allison [another mentor] and me 
jumping in from time to time.” Another option, “going with the 
flow,” did not fit the requirement of being as productive as the 
group needed to be that day. Considering that she could have 
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“let Christine and the other writers do their own thing,” Paula 
continues: “But Pm not sure I agree with that, ‘cause sometimes 
it’s not productive at all. Sometimes you have to give them some- 
thing to go on, something to work towards. I mean everybody’s 
like that. That’s only human.” In Paula’s negotiation of the event, 
she is left with the option of working as the skit writers’ facilita- 
tor. Part of what made that role difficult, she explains, is that “I 
was sort of playing the same role that Ms. Baskins [a literacy 
leader] plays in saying, ‘This is what we’re going to do today.’” 
As Trimbur has claimed, “the rhetorical effect of ideas and 
practices” is not predetermined, but rather a product of the “prac- 
tical joining together of discourse, institutions, and interests that 
social utterances and performances inevitably enact” (37). 
Trimbur argues that Rose’s position in Lives on the Boundary, 
that “education has the power to equalize things,” does not nec- 
essarily mean that education does equalize things. Rose’s posi- 
tion is useful, argues Trimbur, to the extent it is detached from its 
usual political meaning of equal opportunity and rearticulated 
as political pressure. Paula, too, confronts the indeterminacy of 
her actions as a mentor. Interpreting this indeterminacy, as well 
as making judgments in the face of it, is a crucial aspect of a 
negotiated image of literate social action. As she considers the 
effects of having “set the goal for the day,” we can hear Paula 
evaluate her mentoring discourse, consider her position within 
an institution, and consider its interests and the interests of writ- 
ers. The episode captures part of her effort to ascribe — with the 
disciplinary resources available to her — “certain cultural mean- 
ings and political valences to [her] ideas and practices” (Trimbur 
37). 

It may strike some readers that applying such an interpreta- 
tion to a rather minor event is to over-read it. However, I would 
argue that this interpretation works to illuminate some of the 
ways that rhetors work to forge possible links among discourse, 
institutions, and interests in everyday public life. In relation to 
Paula’s interest in connecting literacy to social equality, it is in- 
deed such pressure and activity that need to merge in dynamic 
concert if, as Trimbur has argued, efforts to reconstrue literacy 
are to participate in the “ongoing struggle for democracy and 
social justice” (49). Paula, then, is on to something here. After 
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suggesting several, some negative, interpretations of the rhetori- 
cal effect of her action, Paula comes to this provisional resolu- 
tion: 

I think I made the community celebration more real to every- 
one because they got to read the script, and they realized that 
they were going to be doing this. Everybody had their parts 
and their lines. I think that started everyone realizing that “Wow, 
this thing is really going to happen.” 

Here, Paula’s commitment to equality becomes a useful support 
for literacy. She moves away from her earlier notion that a CLC 
literacy project should be highly informal and conversational. 
Her position is rearticulated as a commitment to supporting lit- 
erate activity in ways that invite teens to see themselves as par- 
ticipants with important arguments to make at a highly publicized 
and highly public community forum. 

The negotiation indicates that Paula’s commitment to social 
action (to being a supportive member in a place that gives “ev- 
eryone equal status”) had to be instantiated in the midst of nu- 
merous conditions. She represents the problem of equality as a 
generative source of conflict — a problem that calls her to negoti- 
ate situated judgments that will chart an interpretive course of 
action, one that is accountable to multiple strong arguments, real- 
world pressures, strong values, and group commitments. As Paula 
represents it, the “problem with equality” is that, as a goal, it 
cannot be simply assumed. Rather, it has to be constructed in the 
middle of existing — often countervailing — pressures and commit- 
ments to purposive rhetorical goals. 

The Problem and Possibility of Literate Social Action 

This chapter began as an exploration into the disciplinary prob- 
lem of literate social action. It has shown specific ways in which 
the college mentors at the Community Literacy Center wrestle 
with critical issues within this disciplinary debate. More impor- 
tant, it extends Graff’s contention that coming to understand a 
discipline as a site of contested knowledge constitutes valuable 
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learning. That is, the mentors’ reflections reveal that in mentoring, 
students not only are able to understand and deliberate over com- 
peting disciplinary arguments (as they do in Graff’s model), but 
also to draw from the disciplinary debate to make judgments 
about what to do as literacy mentors. What is even more valu- 
able and instructive for all of us involved in literacy education is 
that the mentors contend with disciplinary conflicts in genera- 
tive ways, situating and qualifying theoretical arguments to build 
their own arguments that account for their judgments. Thus this 
chapter suggests that mentoring is a site of mutual learning. As 
the teenagers learn from working with the college mentors, so 
too the college mentors learn from working with the teenagers. 

In these ways, this chapter underscores what the mentors’ 
negotiations contribute to the disciplinary debate over literate 
social action. If we approach the debate over literate social ac- 
tion by holding out for universal truths, we will end up empty- 
handed. And if we are content merely to analyze the reason- 
ableness of competing claims, literate social action will remain a 
theoretical construct that never moves outside the walls of the 
library. But mentors provide hope for moving beyond these two 
limited alternatives. Students such as Rachel, Keith, and Paula 
can teach us that there are alternatives to searching for ultimate 
truths or for authoritative claims. And their struggles also re- 
mind us that literate social action requires teachers and students 
alike to take risks. As Cornel West writes, “All facts are fallible, 
and all experience is experimental. . . . Unique selves acting in 
and through participatory communities give ethical significance 
to an open, risk-ridden future” (112-13). Forced to take action 
at the crossroads where theoretical debate and real-world literacy 
collide, mentors negotiate these risks as they build richer reper- 
toires of new strategies for linking literacy to social action. Ulti- 
mately, they teach us that literate social action is born amid conflict 
and risk. They teach us that literate social action is made pos- 
sible as we negotiate conflict and accept the risks required to 
build inclusive communities for effective problem solving in a 
complex world. 
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WAC, WHACK- 
You^re an Expert — NOT! 

Sam Watson 

University of North Carolina at Charlotte 



I hope you will hear this essay as a provocative question: Should 
the aim of writing across the curriculum ( WAC) be to get stu- 
dents to write like experts? If so, what might that mean? I intro- 
duce this subject in the form of questions because I am not at all 
sure of the answers to either. One possible aim of WAC is indeed 
to train our students to write like experts, but such an aim al- 
ways leaves me uneasy in a number of ways. 

Students do not have the expertise, so why should they be 
expected to write as though they did? I might tell students, “The 
surest way for you to become an expert is to pretend that you 
already are one.” There is surely something to that; it certainly 
seems sanctioned by ancient pedagogical practices of imitation. 
But I am paid by the taxpayers of North Carolina, and that state’s 
motto is “To Be, Rather Than to Seem.” I do not wish to turn 
our motto on its head. Both ethically and educationally, some- 
thing would ring hollow if I did. And there may be more impor- 
tant matters we should be helping our students with. As a friend 
of mine, the parent of three college-aged girls, puts it, “Fm con- 
cerned about our children’s colleges and how they do so little to 
help kids find themselves.” Writing as if one were an expert when 
one knows oneself not to be — is that a promising route to self- 
understanding or to responsible citizenship? 

Furthermore, few of our students will ever become experts in 
our field. None of them will become experts in all the fields they 
study and in which (we can hope) they find themselves writing. 
Then, too, there is the whole question of how experts actually do 
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write. We seem not to know a great deal about that; I certainly 
do not. But the evidence suggests that, at least in the scholastic 
world of academic expertise these days, the published texts of 
expertise do everything possible to belie the contingent and im- 
passioned processes of their own creation (Bazerman; Myers; 
Gilbert and Mulkay). I fear that in ignorance my students (and 
even I) would reduce the question of how experts write to some- 
thing like: What do experts’ resulting texts look like? That is a 
very different question. Even if experts’ texts provided us with 
excellent writing (and they often do not), I am not sure I would 
want to read our mimicries of them. 

There also is the question of “expertise” in general. Our cul- 
ture rewards it, perhaps even worships it, certainly depends on 
it. But how well are we served by it? The calculations of the best 
and the brightest got us into Vietnam but could not get us out; 
this is a dated example, thank goodness, but its bitter lessons 
linger. To bring matters closer to home, you and I are paid be- 
cause somebody thinks we are experts in something. We are pro- 
fessors, after all, so our job presumably is to profess to our 
students, to tell them what we know. Certainly that is the stan- 
dard rationale for the academic research that deans and tenure 
committees demand: we are to add to the storehouse of knowl- 
edge to which we are privileged so that within our guilds, if not 
with our students, we might continue to have something to pro- 
fess. A jaundiced reading, that? Perhaps, but I remind us that 
academic kudos go to those who conduct the most specialized 
research and publish in the journals with the most limited read- 
ership; my inability to read your work, to make sense of it, marks 
you as that much more the expert. Let us hope that the day Cheryl 
Geisler fears does not come, “when it will be a faux pas to admit 
the impact of our daily experience on our professional lives or 
when it will be taken for granted that our research has no direct 
bearing on our teaching, administration, or living” ( 247 ). 

“I want to enrich my naivete.” This from my friend Henry. 
Henry was a student of mine twenty-one years ago at UNC Char- 
lotte. His life has been an interesting one — high school English 
teacher, independent management consultant to businesses, fund- 
raiser for a liberal arts college, manager of two almost-successful 
congressional campaigns, divorced and remarried father of two. 
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lay reader in cosmology and quantum mechanics who finds think- 
ers on the cusp of science increasingly pointing him in the direc- 
tion of poetry. Recently Henry told my first-year students that he 
values his failures, but the public hears little of those. Henry is 
also the president of our alumni association. “When I get intro- 
duced,” he confides to me, “all they say is that I’m a successful 
banker.” As indeed he is, a senior vice president in one of those 
tall money monuments that mark the Charlotte skyline. Henry 
the expert. Henry the failure. Henry the student still, seeking not 
to erase but to enrich his naivete. 

Expertise. Naivete. I am a rhetorician, and if forced to choose 
between those two I opt for the latter, a choice that lands me 
amongst some interesting company. With Polus and Gorgias on 
the wrong side of Plato, for example, whose central complaint 
against us rhetoricians is that we have no rigorously principled 
art and we do not know what we are talking about. In Plato’s 
world, we are forever naive, recklessly so. 

Aristotle, as he arrays the realms of expertise, acknowledges 
a place for naivete. It is the place of rhetoric. Aristotle says plainly, 
“The duty of rhetoric is to deal with such matters as we deliber- 
ate upon without arts or systems to guide us, in the hearing of 
persons who cannot take in at a glance a complicated argument,’ 
or follow a long chain of reasoning” (1357a). And he distin- 
guishes between rhetoric and other disciplines: 

The better the selection one makes of propositions suitable for 
special lines of argument, the nearer one comes, unconsciously, 
to setting up a science that is distinct from . . . rhetoric. One 
may succeed in stating the required principles, but one’s sci- 
ence will no longer be . . . rhetoric, but the science to which the 
principles thus discovered belong. (1358a) 

And in my naivete, I take some comfort from Isocrates, the 
father of humanism, who writes: “With this faculty [of language] 
we both contend with others on matters which are open to dis- 
pute and seek light for ourselves on things which are unknown” 
(256). 

With the ancients as I have just invoked them, I have been 
implying that an expert is someone who knows something, some- 
thing systematized, with a clarity and a rigor that the rest of us 
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cannot claim. It is a definition which emphatically excludes me, 
and it excludes my students, too. 

Surely what I am trading in here is not a definition but a 
stereotype, something that none of us really believes. But we seem 
to act as though we did; there’s the rub. Else why would I be 
reading, in our professional books and journals, defensive apolo- 
gies by authors who fear that their multiplicity of methodologies 
might make their work suspect in ways that can be hazardous to 
an academic career.^ Or others, finally somehow finding the cour- 
age to invoke the first-person pronoun.^ Then there is Ross 
Winterowd, in his Yule 1996 letter, characterizing the four de- 
cades of his CCC’ing. Says Ross, we began as Pentecostals, but 
then we began to discover systematic theology. So we became 
“High Church Episcopal, reading from The Book of Common 
Prayer and listening silently to the sermons. Now,” says Ross, 
“we have gone beyond High Church; we are apotheosized, indis- 
tinguishable from the MLA.” And he exhorts us: 

Brothers and Sisters, join with me to recapture our Spirit. Don’t 
sit through the reading of respectable papers! Demand that the 
deacon talk to you. . . . When bearing your own testimony, 
make a joyful noise — and count yourself a failure if no one 
ever laughs with you or if not one member of your audience is 
outraged. . . . And join me in this resolution for 1997: we will 
bring joy and laughter back into composition-rhetoric. We will 
recapture our Pentecostal spirit. 

What’s going on here.^ Beyond a delightful display of 
Winterowdian outrage, perhaps Ross is helping us see that we 
are enchained by something we know better than to submit to, 
an image of expertise that we no longer believe in. Informing 
that image, it seems to me, are twin myths, which we might label 
the myth of autonomy and the myth of rigor. In our public 
posturings (including our publications, our professional conven- 
tions, and, alas, probably our classrooms as well), we act as though 
there is such a thing as an autonomous fact, an autonomous text 
which is a compilation of such facts (textbooks, of course, being 
the purest exemplar), an autonomous method, an autonomous 
expert. And we have . the myth of rigor, too, which implies that 
impersonal and precise application of the correct methodology 
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will underwrite if not guarantee any claims to truth we might 
care to make. Within those myths, we end up encased in a kind 
of rigorous mortis in which it becomes impossible to write or 
speak, impossible to think, and doubly impossible to do the two 
together. We have all been there, I submit; I certainly have, more 
times than I care to recall. Could it be that that is where our 
students end up also, the ones so conscientious that they find 
themselves blocked, laboring under expertise delusions of truly 
mythic proportions ? 

There is more to it than that, of course, thank goodness. If 
we acted under that myth of expertise — really, rigorously, and 
always — we would never have made it this far in our profes- 
sional lives, or in our personal ones. We would never even have 
gotten out of bed this morning. 

Well, what more might there be? I have been implying that 
“expertise” and “naivete” are polar opposites, or dialectical ones, 
each defined by its contrast with the other. Perhaps that is not 
so? Perhaps there is naivete which — quietly, usually unnoticed 
and unacknowledged — provides the heartbeat of expertise itself? 
William J. J. Gordon seems to think so. In Synectics he advises 
that if we need to solve a real-world problem, we had best not 
look only to the experts, whose very expertise often entails a sort 
of trained incapacity. We had best put together a team of people 
bringing various perspectives, and we should be sure to include 
some who are not expert in anything. 

There is James Boyd White, scholar of the law, of civic cul- 
ture, literature, and the classics, whose bearings could have come 
from the Isocrates and the Aristotle I have quoted: 

When the resources of a certain kind of thinking run out, a 
common response is to give up in despair; the disconcerting 
discovery that the conceptual and logical apparatus of quasi- 
scientific rationality will not do for the understanding of life or 
literature or law leads to the announcement that we live in an 
incoherent and elemental flux in which no reasoning, no mean- 
ing, is possible. But to say that there is no meaning or knowl- 
edge of one kind is not to deny the possibility of other kinds, 
and in our actual lives we show that we know how to read and 
speak, to live with language, texts, and each other, and to do 
so with considerable confidence. But to do this we must accept 
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the conditions on which we live. When we discover that we 
have in this world no earth or rock to stand or walk upon but 
only shifting sea and sky and wind, the mature response is not 
to lament the loss of fixity but to learn to sail. ( 77 - 78 ) 

What might be the alignments between expertise and naivete? 
For the remainder of this chapter, I would like to ask that ques- 
tion of three contemporary thinkers whose work seems to align 
in promising ways and for each of whom naivete in some sense is 
central. Cheryl Geisler, with her understanding of rhetorical pro- 
cesses; Donald Schon, with his concern for reflective practices; 
Michael Polanyi, with his articulation of the dynamics of discov- 
ery: these three seem to have a good deal to say to each other and 
to us on the issues of expertise and naivete. 

In her meticulous and eloquent book Academic Literacy and 
the Nature of Expertise^ Geisler argues that learners, whether lay 
or expert, inhabit two problem spaces: domain content, which is 
the available information and theories pertinent to the subject at 
hand, and rhetorical process, which includes the social culture 
within which one is living and, in texts, the metadiscourse mark- 
ers which signal the contextualization of information, the adju- 
dication of conflicts, the weighing of evidence, and the construction 
of lines of argument informing a claim of knowledge. 

All learners live in both these spaces, content domain and 
rhetorical process. However, in the ways that schooling is cur- 
rently constructed, the difficulty for the lay learner is that the 
two seem utterly at odds. Geisler says, “Schools ask students to 
leave their personal knowledge at the classroom door and move 
instead into a world of decontextualized facts. Academic know- 
ing and contextualized understanding are taken to be at odds” 
(29). Students are led to construe texts “as autonomous reposi- 
tories of knowledge, completely explicit in their content but ut- 
terly opaque in their rhetorical construction” (85). Students 
choosing not to leave their indigenous cultures behind reside on 
the ignorant side of what Geisler calls “the great divide,” as pas- 
sive consumers of the knowledge generated by experts. 

Experts generate that knowledge not by working in the realm 
of content domain alone. Students who begin to enter the realm 
of a professional expertise find that “[a] process of rhetorical 
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recovery is initiated. And what is recovered, strangely, are the 
temporal and human aspects of indigenous culture that students 
once thought they had to leave behind” (92). She continues, 
“Whenever expert practice is truly present — when knowledge is 
treated as something to be constructed rather than something to 
be found — both rhetorical process and domain content will nec- 
essarily be involved” (228). Experts indeed are persons in whose 
practice the two are tacitly integrated. 

Expert practices are grounded in rhetorical processes which, 
on ancient authority, I have been calling naivete. Geisier helps 
me think toward an understanding of expertise that is not at 
odds with naivete but may be grounded in it. But she cautions 
that none of us can afford merely to look to experts for our un- 
derstandings of expertise: 

[A]s long as research on expertise is written as the account of 
what other people do, the account will be a false account. Real 
reform can only be accomplished through an attempt to un- 
derstand how our own practices of reading, writing, and know- 
ing operate within the dual problem spaces of domain content 
and rhetorical process, thereby creating and re-creating the great 
divide. Only by engaging with this problem of reflection, seek- 
ing explanations which ring bells with our own experience, 
with what we ourselves do, will we be getting closer to the 
truth — and getting closer to change. The stakes for such change 
are high. As long as students think that they have to abandon 
the resources of their indigenous cultures in order to succeed in 
school and in the professions, a significant portion who refuse 
to take the move will be forced to drop out. A significant por- 
tion who do take the move will be crippled. And how many 
among us can say with confidence, “I am not crippled,” or ‘T 
have not dropped out”? (94-95) 

On the issues of expertise, Geisier invites us to reflection, which 
she characterizes as “the process by which each of the multiple 
worlds in our lives acknowledges and plays off against all of the 
others, generating a potential for change” (247). 

Reflection may be the central word in Donald Schon’s world. 
While Geisier’s principle concern is for change of the academy 
and its literacy ways, Schon’s is to help us understand and learn 
from ways that effective professionals go about working in the 
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world beyond school walls. These persons have “know-how,” 
which Schon contrasts with the “knowledge that” which school 
teaches. Our schooling does an efficient job, he acknowledges, of 
transmitting facts and theories to our students. If the world’s de- 
mands were simply a matter of recalling facts or applying theo- 
ries, such an education would be sufficient. 

But the world does not work that way. The demands of any 
professional world in which we work, and of the civic world in 
which we live, are far more complex. Therein lies the rub — and a 
significant challenge for U.S. education. A person’s mastery of 
“technical rationality,” the information and procedures of any 
one narrowly defined academic discipline, is simply not enough, 
no matter how rigorous. 

Whether as engineers or medical doctors, lawyers or teach- 
ers, our students need to become effective practitioners in their 
respective professions. Our civic health also depends on their 
becoming responsible citizens within the wider community. Ef- 
fective practice, Schon finds, is not what “technical rationality” 
implies it to be, a matter merely of “applying” preexisting knowl- 
edge and theory instrumentally to solve problems which are al- 
ready well defined. Donald Schon says there is also “an 
epistemology of practice implicit in the artistic, intuitive processes 
which some practitioners do bring to situations of uncertainty, 
instability, uniqueness, and value conflict” (49). 

Through careful case studies of their actual work practices, 
Schon finds that effective practitioners do not just “solve” prob- 
lems but define and redefine them: “Problem setting is a process 
in which, interactively, we name the things to which we will at- 
tend and frame the context in which we will attend to them” 
(40). Drawing on what Michael Polanyi has called their “tacit” 
or personal knowledge, effective practitioners experiment within 
the situation which engages them, shaping and reshaping what 
they are bringing to it in light of what they are finding within it. 
They engage in the sort of continuing “conversation with the 
situation” that Schon calls “reflective practice.” Within the uni- 
versity, our students need to learn to become reflective practitio- 
ners: “All human beings . . . need to become competent in taking 
action and simultaneously reflecting on this action to learn from 
it” (Argyris and Schon 4). 
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Naming, framing, conversing, listening to others, learning 
from them and dealing effectively with them, all within a par- 
ticular and problematic situation. Practicing reflection sounds 
messy, doesn’t it? More like naivete than expertise. And a lot like 
rhetoric, in the very oldest and best senses of that much-maligned 
word. 

Ignorance. That is the word which Harry Prosch, co-author 
of Michael Polanyi’s final philosophical book, uses to character- 
ize Polanyi’s expertise in philosophy (Prosch 192). A prolific re- 
search scientist, Polanyi found himself called to philosophy by 
horrific cultural (and rhetorical) exigency which was undermin- 
ing the work of science itself, even though science is surely our 
culture’s prime exemplar of expertise. 

Polanyi’s entry point into philosophy was to realize that pre- 
vailing understandings of science could say nothing significant 
about discovery, even though discovery is the heart of scientific 
work. Seeking to account for the dynamics of discovery, Polanyi 
articulates his philosophy of the tacit: “We can know more than 
we can tell,” he insists, and what we can “tell” — our explicit 
knowledge — always and necessarily rests upon foundations of 
what we cannot say — the tacit understandings, beliefs, and com- 
mitments which define us and in terms of which we make what 
sense we can of the world beyond ourselves. 

Visual perception offers an accessible if relatively trivial ex- 
ample of tacit knowing: I do not know and certainly could never 
tell how my eyes, brain, and mind work, but I accept these as 
generally reliable guides to a visual reality, I dwell within them 
indeed, attending from them to (or toward) something I am strug- 
gling to see; and in struggling toward a new focus, the lenses of 
my eye are quite likely to change shape in ways I am completely 
unaware of. 

A scientific discovery is like that, too. “A good problem is 
half a discovery” {Knowing and Being 117), Polanyi says, but 
discovery is never achieved merely by routine, impersonal appli- 
cation of already-existing explicit theories, information, or meth- 
ods. The scientist instead embodies these disciplinary frameworks 
and then goes beyond them, moving from all of these toward 
something which has remained problematic despite them. If the 
scientist achieves a discovery, seeing something which no one has 
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seen before, the very discovery in some sense reshapes and re- 
news the tacitly understood frameworks through which the sci- 
entist had pointed toward that discovery. In these ways, Polanyi 
says, “The process of examining any topic is both an exploration 
of the topic, and an exegesis of our fundamental beliefs in light 
of which we approach it; a dialectical combination of explora- 
tion and exegesis” (Personal Knowledge 267). Efforts at know- 
ing inherently involve the informal, the personal, and all such 
efforts are hazardous; as optical illusions remind us, our discov- 
eries can turn out to have been mistaken, and discoveries change 
their discoverers: “Having made a discovery, I shall never again 
see the world as before. My eyes have become different: I have 
made myself into a person seeing and thinking differently. I have 
crossed a gap, the heuristic gap which lies between problem and 
discovery” (Personal Knowledge 143). 

Given the hazards, and given the largely tacit character of 
acculturation into an area of expertise (a science, say), communi- 
ties of scientists serve utterly essential roles in the progress of 
scientific work. They acculturate and accredit new members, they 
point their members toward promising problems, and they adju- 
dicate claims of discovery being advanced by community mem- 
bers. Some of the ways in which they do all of this are inherently 
informal, personal, tacit. In speaking of communities’ actions, 
Polanyi often speaks a language that rhetoricians will find famil- 
iar, the language of jurisprudence, of opinion, belief, logical gap, 
persuasion, and yes, of conversion. It is a language of discursive 
practices: 

Like the heuristic passion from which it flows, the persuasive 

passion too finds itself facing a logical gap [The discoverer’s] 

persuasive passion spurs him now to cross this gap by convert- 
ing everybody to his way of seeing things, even as his heuristic 
passion has spurred him to cross the heuristic gap which sepa- 
rated him from discovery. . . . Proponents of a new system can 
convince their audience only by first winning their intellectual 
sympathy for a doctrine they have not yet grasped. Those who 
listen sympathetically will discover for themselves what they 
would otherwise never have understood. Such an act is a heu- 
ristic process, a self-modifying act, and to this extent a discov- 
ery. (Personal Knowledge 150-51) 
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What has happened to expertise in all of this? It seems to me 
that Polanyi is saying, as Donald Schon might put it, that experts 
engage in reflective practice within the domain(s) of their exper- 
tise, which Cheryl Geisler has called the content domain. And 
that what Geisler calls rhetorical processes are part and parcel of 
the affirmation of knowledge itself, within an accredited com- 
munity, and are part and parcel of individuals’ efforts to dis- 
cover. It seems to me that a new and promising understanding of 
expertise is beginning to suggest itself: no longer a dialectical 
opposite to the naive person, perhaps an expert is someone who, 
to echo my old student Henry, seeks to enrich his or her naivete. 
Perhaps an expert is someone who knows what he or she does 
not know and commits to finding out, within appropriate fields 
of discursive and reflective practice. Practices of language and 
reflection, the tacit and, yes, in some senses the naive — perhaps 
these are essential dimensions of expertise. 

And what of our students’ writing in all of this? The answer 
is not to pretend that expertise does not exist or to forget that a 
responsibility we share with our students is their enculturation 
into realms of expertise. In our students’ writing, no one is well 
served if we sentence them to years of expressive self-indulgence. 
But we need to do much better than merely require that students 
mimic the published writing of experts. Such a stance forces stu- 
dents into roles as pretenders; it does not sanction their reflec- 
tion and thereby discourages their reflection. It leaves aside the 
discursive practices that seem essential to the practice of exper- 
tise and certainly to its cultivation, 

I wish that I were speaking the obvious, beating a horse now 
safely dead. But I am afraid that is simply not the case. Students 
often experience their writing as something which they (the na- 
ive) are forced to serve up to the expert (one of us) quite indepen- 
dent of their own concerns and their own thinking — writing is 
something to be delayed as long as possible, done with no more 
pain than necessary, escaped from as soon as possible. And I am 
afraid that our own best intentions often feed these negative atti- 
tudes. 

Here is a recent student of mine, part of her response (re- 
printed with permission) to a letter I read to the class on our first 
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meeting, in which I said something about who I was finding myself 
to be and what questions I was bringing to our time together, 
and in which I asked students to cultivate a “yes, but” attitude to 
whatever I might say about writing: 

Let me thank you for your letter. I really enjoyed having it as 
my introduction to the course. It is very rare that professors 
take a moment to introduce themselves, or want to know about 
us students. ... I am very excited that within our expository 
writing course I will be able to explore my own ideas and im- 
prove my writing skills. I have always hated to write. As a 
student, I normally adjust my writing skills to the requirements 
of the teacher, but I feel that possibly this semester I will be 
able to include more of myself within my writing, without fear 
of a bad grade. I have always had a “yes, but” attitude in my 
life, but I have often suppressed it, so I would not offend oth- 
ers, or be impolite, and very rarely have I ever questioned teach- 
ers. In my experience many professors do not like their authority 
questioned, but I feel that questioning can only stimulate intel- 
lectual conversations where something new can be learned. 

Among our students, is Trivia’s experience isolated? I wish it were. 
But I am haunted by countless students who have heard our tra- 
ditional injunctions against “I think” or “in my opinion” and 
similar textual markers of contingency, qualification, or uncer- 
tainty and have translated those injunctions into a belief that 
their own thinking belongs nowhere in their academic writing. 
And I am reminded of the assessment process that our English 
department recently began. A committee went through one hun- 
dred plus papers, all by graduating English majors at UNC Char- 
lotte, and selected seven for the department as a whole to read. 
Though at least some committee members looked for a reflective 
paper to include in that group of seven, there was no such paper 
to be found. 

Deeper understandings of expertise might help us work to- 
ward correcting this situation. An expert is someone who is in 
some senses naive, and our students are that. An expert is some- 
one engaged in reflective practice within a problematic situation; 
as learners, goodness knows, our students are within such situa- 
tions. An expert is aware of and engaged in practices that are 
inherently rhetorical; our students deserve that awareness and 
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they need that engagement. Perhaps above all, we need to urge, 
encourage, and help them to experience their writing as a reflec- 
tive medium that can deepen their understanding of a topic and 
our understanding of them. Such writing strengthens learning — 
and learners. 

How might we lead students to write in such ways? Our deep- 
ened understandings of expertise can help, of course. We also 
can continue to push for greater acceptance of openly reflective 
writing in the publications of our own profession. (For superb 
examples, in composition studies see Hillocks and in philosophy 
see Kaplan.) Such writing is often far more readable, I submit, 
for both our students and for us as “experts”: because the writ- 
ing includes the writer making meaning, it invites us to locate 
claims with reference to the person making them, and that is 
actually a crucial dimension of our efforts to make what mean- 
ings we can — of the world, its texts, and, for that matter, our- 
selves. 

Furthermore, such openly reflective publications provide bet- 
ter models for the writing our students need to be doing if their 
engagement is to be more than superficial. Laura Duhan Kaplan 
writes: 

[I]t is tempting, as a professional philosopher, to allow my work 
to remain superficial, to spin creative abstract theories about 
war and peace in response to the abstract theories of others. . . . 
When I do so, however, my work tells only the story of the 
latest fickle trends in my academic discipline. It does not con- 
front my inner life, my aspirations, emotional ties, or attempts 
to find meaning. ... At least I have chosen not to hide behind 
abstract but academically acceptable jargon which, if I use it 
correctly, masks all my personal confusions and imperfections. 
( 137 - 38 ) 

Particle physicist Andrew Pickering characterizes such con- 
fusions and imperfections — along with the constraints and po- 
tentials of the varied and intersecting material, social agencies, 
and intentionalities available to the researcher at any particular 
point in time — as “the mangle of practice,” and he finds that 
original inquirers necessarily work within such a mangle. Cer- 
tainly in our classrooms, even more than in our publications, we 
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should let our students see us engaged in the mangle of practice 
as we work toward new understandings, some of which may even- 
tuate in print. About this mangle Paul Connolly says: “In writing 
and science education, both, the strongest possible motivation to 
learn is . . . the social dynamic of doing the work itself, work in 
which there is genuine perplexity, which is addressed in the com- 
pany of others, with curiosity not only about the outcome but 
about how to proceed.” We can allow students to see that we 
have the courage of our own uncertainties. 

If they hear our voices, our students will show us that they 
too can write reflectively; it seems to me that Ken Macrorie’s far- 
too-easily-dismissed work on “I-searching” demonstrates precisely 
that. If we encourage students to write reflectively, whether within 
an “I-search” perspective or some other, their resulting texts will 
seldom read like the published works of experts, in which writ- 
ers’ struggles, their reflections, their rhetorical engagements of- 
ten (and often appropriately) remain tacit, personal subtext to 
the page itself. But such reflective writing can be expected to 
strengthen the confidence, the understandings, and the commit- 
ments which undergird, inform, and sustain what we call “ex- 
pertise” and which thus serve quite literally as the substance of 
such expertise. 
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[W]e are learning that the ability of our students to mas- 
ter written English is hindered less by their deficiencies 
than by our failure^ too often, to understand more pre- 
cisely what is going on in them when they don't learn 
what we try to teach. Often, our very formulation of a 
problem keeps us from understanding it. 

Mina Shaughnessy (qtd. in Maher) 

We practitioners, and our students, come to classes with 
theories about what it means to be literate and about 
how literacy is acquired — theories that are often unac- 
knowledged or unexplored. Despite the hidden and some- 
times incomplete nature of these theories, they influence 
how academic literacies are taught and learned. There- 
fore it is important for us to explore our literacy theories 
and their origins and, if appropriate, to revise and ex- 
pand them in order to promote a repertoire of literate 
practices among our students. 

Ann M. Johns, Text, Role, and Context 



The authors would like to thank Barbara Walvoord and Terry Phelps for 
their helpful suggestions on an earlier version of this chapter. 
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I n “Invention: A Topographical Survey,” Richard Young pro- 
poses a distinction between the art of invention and mere knack. 
While knack is the product of “intuition and habit formed by 
long experience,” the art of invention is a transmogrification of 
such a knack: “A knack becomes an art when what [the writer] 
does is made explicit in the form of reusable heuristic procedures.” 
And, as Young concludes, “When this happens, the processes 
can be taught as well as learned” (1). In this essay, we would like 
to return to Young’s distinction between knack and art, compli- 
cating two elements of their relationship. First, we explore what 
it means to make the processes of composition “explicit” when 
we are using writing as a means of teaching and evaluating disci- 
plinary knowledge across the curriculum; we argue that what 
may seem “explicit” for members of a disciplinary community 
(such as the instructor) frequently remains tacit for individuals 
(like many of our students) struggling to achieve membership. 
Second, we return to and complicate Young’s statement that “the 
processes [of invention] can be taught as well as learned” by ex- 
ploring the difficulties of developing and implementing theories 
both of teaching writing and of learning to write. Although Young 
brought into focus for teachers of writing the kinds of strategies 
that can guide inquiry (e.g., defining what is at issue, formulat- 
ing a rich question), we are seeing something different from what 
he envisioned: teaching often centers on text conventions, so that 
students are uncertain how to translate strategies for inquiry into 
specific things they can do as they formulate a problem. More- 
over, notions about invention as an open-ended process of in- 
quiry that can lead authors to contribute something new to a 
scholarly conversation get subsumed under an abiding concern 
for convention by both students and teachers. 

Within this essay, we use the construct of authorship as a 
referent for understanding the process of invention Young de- 
scribes. For Young, invention is a form of inquiry “concerned 
with discovering the subject matter of discourse”; it is invention 
that guides the discovery process “by heuristic procedures, that 
is, explicit plans for analyzing and searching which focus atten- 
tion, guide reason, stimulate memory, and encourage intuition” 
(1). While invention, then, is a composition process equally ap- 
plicable to all modes and purposes of writing — from grocery lists 
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to doctoral theses to movie screenplays — we examine an aspect 
of invention demanded within academic writing. Authorship as 
we define it is a subset of invention, a subset coincident with an 
expectation writers are held to as they write across academic dis- 
ciplines: to think critically in their efforts to contribute knowl- 
edge to a textual conversation, knowledge which is not necessarily 
found in source texts but is nonetheless carefully linked to the 
texts they read (Greene, “Making Sense”; Greene and Ackerman). 
Authorship is, in short, not only the state of having successfully 
written an essay appropriate for a given discipline, but perhaps 
even more important, it is the process through which writers de- 
termine what to do, why to do it, and how to do it. 

Our notion of authorship is akin to Young’s discussion of 
invention in that both constructs try to account for what is in- 
volved in the creative process, the features of which can be made 
explicit or “consciously directed” (“Concepts” 136). As Young 
has suggested, “We cannot teach direct control of the imagina- 
tive act or the unanticipated outcome, but we can teach” writers 
to read rhetorical situations and make informed choices about 
the appropriateness of their decisions about both text and con- 
text (136). We also build on Young’s notion of rhetorical inven- 
tion by calling attention to the extent to which the ways authors 
position themselves within a certain social space is contingent 
upon authority (e.g., a disciplinary community’s conventions for 
inquiry, the academic institution, or a writer’s expertise) and the 
topic of discourse or task at hand (cf. Dyson). Authorship, how- 
ever, is a concept more bounded to academic writing than Young’s 
more general concept. 

In what follows, we complicate the picture of what happens 
when educators are explicit (“talk about what you think,” “write 
an argument that . . .”), pointing to the kinds of well-learned 
strategies for writing that students bring to bear on what they 
believe they are asked to accomplish in their writing. If students 
are taught to focus their attention on the amenities of writing 
and text conventions, then it is difficult for them to shift their 
perspective to modes of inquiry that can foster authorship. Teach- 
ing invention is not simple. But if educators understand more 
about what is involved in learning to frame issues and develop 
arguments, we will be in a better position to teach modes of aca- 
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demic inquiry. After all, what educators attend to in studies of 
writing are often the strategies that we can teach. 

We begin with some recent images of teaching that have ap- 
peared in two popular American films, images that advance a set 
of assumptions about both teaching and learning that not only 
persist in American popular culture but inform the practices of 
education observed in classrooms across the curriculum. The 
teachers depicted in both A River Runs through It and Higher 
Learning have a great deal of faith that the acquisition of writing 
ability can occur through repetition and practice, through im- 
mersion in a literate environment, or through sheer force. The 
assumptions underlying such practices appear to suggest that (1) 
writing can be learned, but it cannot be taught, and (2) writing is 
a generalizable skill that people can acquire in one setting and 
transfer to others. 

After first examining images from these two films, we pro- 
vide case examples from two studies that one of us conducted to 
show the extent to which explicitness is a relational term, sug- 
gesting that students make sense of what they are asked to do in 
the context of prior experiences of school and in their anticipa- 
tion of how a teacher might respond to what they have written. 
Although we may design writing assignments that we believe will 
foster the learning we value, what we often find is that the learn- 
ing strategies that once served our students so well at home or in 
their communities may seem less successful in the context of school 
(Heath). In fact, the strategies they have learned can be counter- 
productive (cf. Neuman and Roskos). Students may be quite ca- 
pable of fulfilling the tasks we give them, but many of them are 
unaware of the ways in which the conventions they learned in 
one context may differ from those of academic discourse. For 
instance, in spoken language students are free to assert opinions 
without displaying evidence or to recount experiences without 
explaining what they mean. But in school, as Mina Shaughnessy 
has observed, we reward students’ ability to sustain a play of 
mind upon ideas — teasing out contradictions and the ambigu- 
ities of statements. Therefore, when we admonish our students 
to “be specific,” we need to be aware that the conditions for 
specificity may not be present for them. Similarly, the question, 
“What’s your point?” may be difficult to answer because stu- 
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dents have not developed certain habits of mind that would en- 
able them to develop a sense of the direction they want to take. 

Additionally, each discipline that students study embodies 
distinct ways of constructing knowledge that are merely implicit 
in the different genres of writing (e.g., a historical account or 
literary analysis) disseminated in these disciplines and in the very 
content that we impart to students. Underscoring students’ con- 
fusion in negotiating different discourse practices, Ann Johns 
points out that students are often “unable to adjust to the im- 
plicit discourse rules of various disciplines.” Students, she ob- 
serves, “are seldom told about textual conventions, principally 
because the rules have become second nature to their instructors, 
who have already been initiated into disciplinary practices” (46). 
We would add that students are equally uncertain about the rules 
for inquiry in these practices. Thus it should not be surprising 
that the tasks that are so familiar to us may be formidable enough 
to discourage our students, just as travelers in a foreign land are 
discouraged when they do not speak the language of the country. 



Some Prevailing Images of Teaching 
in American Popular Culture 

We want to circle back now to think about the problem of ex- 
plicitness that we are posing in the context of two films of the 
1990s. In A River Runs through It (1992), based on Norman 
Maclean’s autobiographical work of the same title published 
twenty years ago, we see a fundamental tension between two 
approaches to teaching and learning the art of fly-fishing; this 
tension is directly applicable to Maclean’s experience of learning 
to write. At the outset of the film, we are given a portrait of 
Norman Maclean’s relationship to his father, a Presbyterian min- 
ister and a fly fisherman. A moral teacher, he explains to Norman 
and his brother that “[mjan’s chief end is to glorify God, and to 
enjoy Him forever,” although he probably spent as many hours 
giving them instruction in fly-fishing as he did in all other spiri- 
tual matters. And fly-fishing for Maclean’s father was definitely 
a spiritual matter. He also considered fly-fishing an art that could 
be learned and taught, an art “performed on a four-count rhythm 
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between ten and two o’clock.” Maclean, the narrator in the film, 
goes on to tell us that he much preferred learning how to fish by 
simply “going out and catching a few, omitting entirely anything 
difficult or technical in the way of preparation that would take 
away from the fun.” On the one hand, Maclean’s father tries to 
make explicit the kind of technical expertise that is needed to 
catch a fish. For him, such knowledge is important, because to 
fish gracefully is to recapture the power, grace, and beauty of 
God. This is serious business, this idea of explicit teaching, al- 
though it may not be much fun. On the other hand, the young 
Maclean introduces the idea of immersion as a form of learning 
to fish. His approach is motivated by a different kind of faith: 
that one will simply acquire expertise through practice. Perhaps 
this will be the case for some who can learn through intuition, 
acquiring a knack — but what about others? 

What interests us is that when writing becomes the focus of 
instruction, Maclean’s father seems to reject explicit teaching in 
favor of the notion of immersion. In the film, we see the young 
author very tentatively bring something he has written to his fa- 
ther, who sits quietly composing a sermon in his office. The min- 
ister takes the paper from Norman, looks at it sternly, and then 
begins to circle some words and cross out others. When he is 
finished marking up his son’s paper, he looks up and simply says, 
“Half as long.” A similar scene is repeated two more times when, 
finally, his father tells Norman that it is “good” and that he can 
now “throw it away.” What are we to make of this image of the 
beginning writer and his father? What constitutes good writing? 
What does this stern and seemingly inflexible man expect from 
his son and why? And once Maclean’s father acknowledges the 
success of this piece of writing, will the son know better what to 
do the next time to produce an effective essay? 

In this instance, writing is conceived as an art that can be 
learned and perhaps even taught, but not as the rhythms of fly- 
fishing might be learned and taught. If this conception has merit, 
it introduces a real conundrum for both students and the teacher 
of writing. The teacher is left with a sense that all he or she can 
do is create opportunities in which learning might occur. But what 
happens when students do not rise to the occasion? What do we 
do? Similarly, students may be left wondering how they can trans- 
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late the advice teachers offer — whether it be the terse command 
“half as long” or detailed written comments — into actions they 
can take in different situations (cf. Ackerman). In other words, 
they are left with emerging intuition or knack but have not yet 
acquired the art of writing, in which such intuition is made ex- 
plicit. 

This notion that writing is an art that can be learned but not 
directly taught also runs through John Singleton’s film Higher 
Learning (1995). The events that occur at what we come to know 
as Columbus University teach us all something about the assump- 
tions that different ethnic and racial groups have about one an- 
other and the extent to which these assumptions are simply 
uninformed. In the film, the fact that people rarely try to under- 
stand one another leads to much violence and, ultimately, to the 
death of several students. The film is also about the role that one 
teacher plays in the lives of his students and his attempts to help 
them in their struggle to come to terms with their own ideas about 
the issues he raises in his political science class. At the beginning 
of the term, he tells his mostly first-year students that he expects 
them to take a stand on what they write, that he does not want 
them merely to summarize the positions other writers have taken. 
In this teacher-centered class, however, the students simply lis- 
ten. They are not really invited to contribute to the well-pre- 
pared lecture their professor delivers. So perhaps we should not 
be surprised that his students are not quite sure what he means 
when he demands that they advance their own ideas in their es- 
says. He sets up expectations but seems reluctant to talk explic- 
itly about what he wants or how his students might manage the 
task he has given them. He behaves as though the force of his 
words will motivate these students to take a stand. This is his 
faith. 

When a young woman, Kirsten, appears at his office door, 
we see a much more gentle, more nurturing professor who in- 
vites his student to sit down to talk about her paper. She is sur- 
prised that she did not do well because, she explains, she worked 
very hard on this paper. As much as her professor agrees that she 
has analyzed the reading effectively, he reiterates the point he 
made in class: “I want to see what you think,” he tells her. And 
then he provides a brief example of what he has in mind. As he 
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speaks, she interrupts, pulling out her notebook from a back- 
pack to jot down what he says. That’s a great idea, she remarks, 
unaware of her professor’s impatience. That’s my idea, he ex- 
plains; you need to find your own topic. But nothing in this meet- 
ing between teacher and student indicates that the student 
understands what her professor means or suggests how she can 
fulfill his expectations. Nor is it altogether clear that he is aware 
of how difficult it can be for students to establish a position from 
which they might speak with authority, especially for those who 
have lived in silence in our classrooms. 

A similar scene occurs later between the main character of 
the film, Malik, and this same professor. Again, the scene is the 
professor’s office, which provides students with a relatively safe 
haven to talk about ideas they do not have the opportunity to 
discuss in class. Assuming the role of a mentor, the professor 
explains to Malik that, no, what you have written isn’t what I 
want. You need to take a stand. Like Kirsten, Malik leaves— 
disappointed and uncertain about what he should do. During 
the course of the film, Malik begins to read about African Ameri- 
can history and politics, and he talks with others about his ideas, 
although the source of Malik’s motivation is not clear. At the end 
of Higher Learning, Malik returns to his professor with another 
draft of the essay. On this occasion, the professor reads and of- 
fers a smile, as if to say, yes, you’ve got it. This is a scene of hope 
in an otherwise violent and tragic story, one that calls attention 
to the importance of a teacher who is willing to reach out to his 
students with support and guidance in a kind of intellectual ap- 
prenticeship. In turn, we see some tentative recognition that an 
engagement with ideas can foster competence and lead students 
into the world. But this learning was, of course, new and quite 
fragile. What is more, we are never quite sure how Malik “got 
it.” Nor do we know if in “getting it” he has stumbled on knack, 
or begun to grasp the art of authorship. 

Together, these two films reflect models of instruction and 
student-teacher interaction that we see every day in U.S. colleges 
and universities. And what they should urge us to do is to recon- 
sider our assumptions about the relationship between our instruc- 
tional approaches and the kind of learning we believe our 
approaches foster. As instructors we need to adjust our angle of 
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vision in order to focus on our students. Students can write force- 
fully, even elegantly, especially when they have something to say. 
However, our students do not always know what our expecta- 
tions are, despite our efforts to design seemingly dear and cogent 
assignments. Unfortunately, our expectations are often merely 
tacit, even when we think we have made them explicit. 



Strangers in Strange Lands^ 

To illustrate the dilemma that many real students face, we turn 
to our two studies. In the first, the student is asked to assume, 
among other roles, the complex roles of policymaker, play direc- 
tor, and literary critic in writing across the disciplines. In the sec- 
ond, we look in more detail at how students assume the role of 
historians of science. In discussing these two studies, we want to 
complicate educators’ understanding of how students struggle to 
assume these roles and how students negotiate a fundamental 
tension between adhering to the conventions of academic writ- 
ing on the one hand and the conventions of academic inquiry on 
the other. As Victoria Purcell-Gates observes, reading and writ- 
ing are cultural practices that “are learned implicitly through 
participating within the culture. For those new to a culture,” as 
the students we describe surely are, “the implicit must be made 
explicit,” at least to the degree to which students become aware 
of the conventions for writing and conducting inquiry in an aca- 
demic context (98). We agree with Purcell-Gates, but we want to 
explore what it means to be explicit and what happens when 
educators are explicit. 

A Four-Year Study of One Student 
Writing Across the Disciplines 

For four years, one of us met with Laura, a student at a large 
midwestern public university who, at the age of twenty-five, had 
returned to college after working as an architectural drafter 
(Greene, Can Writing Be Taught.^”). ^ All of her writing was col- 
lected during these four years, and she was interviewed at least 
once a semester during this period. Based on these interviews 
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and a literacy autobiography she wrote as a first-year student in 
her beginning writing class, it was apparent that Laura received 
very little support from her parents, either psychological or fi- 
nancial, in deciding to return to college. Therefore, as she ex- 
plained in her literacy autobiography, she “had to go it alone.” 
Not unlike many first-year students, she was forced to negotiate 
the vast academic landscape without a guidebook, often unsure 
how to write a term paper or an essay exam (cf. Rose). Her ini- 
tial experience in a sociology class was devastating. At the bot- 
tom of her first essay exam, her professor remarked that “this is 
not an essay” and that she should go to the University Writing 
Center. This experience seemed to reinforce Laura’s sense that 
perhaps she did not belong. She felt out of place among tradi- 
tional college students, aware that she had been labeled a non- 
traditional student by the university because of her age; she had 
also been tracked in high school into technically oriented classes. 
Someone had made the decision that Laura would not be college 
bound. 

Drowning in a sea of conventions she did not understand, 
Laura was puzzled by the very language her professors used to 
describe the nature of academic work. In that first essay exam in 
an introductory sociology class, Laura was asked to present an 
argument for either affirmative action policies or policies that 
attempt to help the “truly disadvantaged,” regardless of race. 
This exam represented the culmination of about five weeks of 
reading and lectures that focused on issues related to affirmative 
action and public policy, so presumably the students were pre- 
pared with the content knowledge to write such an argument. 
But imagine the effect the following exam question might have 
on a first-year student who has not been fully acculturated into 
the ways of thinking required for this sociological essay. The pro- 
fessor wrote: 

In your essay, you should first describe the relative standing of 
blacks and whites on important socioeconomic indicators, 
which is the basis for such policy proposals. Then present the 
evidence and interpretation of that evidence that best supports 
the policy you’ve chosen. Finally discuss what you think is the 
key weakness of your position. Can you modify the position to 
take into account the criticism? (Note: The aim here is to have 
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you think through the way policy arguments rely on social- 
scientific evidence and interpretation.) 

Although teachers at the college level may have every reason to 
expect that students like Laura wiW know what an essay is — after 
all, we expect high schools to .ensure that they have this knowl- 
edge consider what she is asked to do: not only is she expected 
to (1) examine both the strengths and weaknesses of her own 
position, perhaps realigning her argument to account for others’ 
criticisms, but she is also expected to (2) do so by thinking through 
the way policy arguments rely on social-scientific evidence and 
interpretation. In short, she is expected to think and write like a 
sociologist, one who is aware of what constitutes an appropriate 
sociological source of evidence to support an argument and who 
comprehends different socioeconomic indicators. 

While the terms of the assignment might be familiar to some 
students, to ask writers to argue and to use evidence is to ask 
them to employ a set of conventions which vary from discipline 
to discipline; high schools cannot necessarily be expected to teach 
such discipline-specific conventions, and we cannot necessarily 
assume that students know them. After all, any discipline is com- 
prised of different ways of thinking and using language. We should 
not be surprised that Laura was at a loss for words in writing her 
essay or that her professor was disappointed in the finished piece: 
Laura and her professor easily could have different conceptions 
of what it means to write this type of sociological essay, and 
there really was no opportunity to share these different ideas in 
class. Laura, like other students, had to accept some risk in com- 
mitting herself to the approach she took in responding to this 
prompt to write about affirmative action. Although it is true that 
many students may have understood what this writing task re- 
quired and did well, we also need to think about students such as 
Laura, Malik, and Kirsten who do not readily know what it means 
to read and write in and across the various disciplines of the 
university. 

Laura did seek help at the University Writing Center and even- 
tually learned what an appropriate response to this difficult ques- 
tion about public policy entailed. And she did well in this course. 
However, to think like a social scientist is different from thinking 




0(j9 



- 344 - 



Can Writing Be Taught^ Being “Explicit" 

like a historian or literacy critic or, for that matter, writing like a 
scientist. Consequently, throughout her four years at the univer- 
sity Laura moved in and out of different classrooms, becoming 
immersed in cultures that often provided conflicting views of what 
it means to read and write in school. The tasks kept shifting and 
the assumptions underlying the assignments she was given kept 
changing. The exam question in sociology seems to represent one 
kind of thinking that university professors value — that is, the 
ability to interpret what others have said, formulate a well- 
thought-out position, and think critically about the strengths and 
weaknesses of that position. This kind of abstract, critical think- 
ing also characterized what Laura was expected to do in a the- 
ater class. In this sophomore-level class, she was asked to imagine 
that she was the director of a play. Trifles. Given her role as di- 
rector, “what kind of theater space would you want to put it in? 
Describe the space in detail.” Additionally, she was asked to re- 
flect upon and explain the choices she made, considering how 
these choices “might influence the reception of the play.” 

But instructors in other fields demanded a close reading of a 
single source of information. Her instructor in an introductory 
literature class asked in one assignment, “What does Georgia 
mean by saying that Aylmer has, ‘done nobly’ in Hawthorne’s 
‘The Birthmark?’ Has he in fact done nobly?” To answer this 
question, Laura must support her answer with evidence from the 
story, a strategy that represents a marked departure from the 
invitation (given in sociology and theater) to include her own 
ideas and experiences in other classes. In her junior-level history 
course, she was asked to evaluate a statement by Polenberg: “[In 
the United States] there was no physical destruction, no redraw- 
ing of territorial lines, no change in the outward structure of 
government [after World War II]. Yet in more subtle ways the 
war exerted a profound impact upon the American people and 
their political, social, and economic institutions.” Motivated by 
her prior experiences, Laura not only provided a close analysis 
of this statement in the context of the reading she was given in 
class, but she also brought in outside sources to support her opin- 
ion, a strategy valued by her teachers in sociology and theater. 
Interestingly, her history professor remarked in his written com- 
ments that he had wanted her to examine only the text he had 
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given the class to read. Laura was, of course, puzzled by his com- 
ment. After all, she had begun to think and act independently, as 
many of her teachers wanted her to, but now she was actually 
criticized for taking real initiative. 

We learn from this study of Laura’s different assignments 
that Laura could not simply rely on her hard-earned knowledge 
about what it meant to write like a social scientist; instead, she 
had to read and interpret each new situation in order to figure 
out what was expected in drama, literary analysis, and history. 
Without the benefit of explicit instruction in how to conduct the 
kind of inquiry that Young envisioned, in order to determine what 
was at issue Laura had to rely on the prompts of an assignment, 
the ways in which a given professor engaged students in class- 
room talk, the comments she received on her papers, and the 
level of success she had achieved in the classes she took across 
the curriculum during previous semesters. The voices of past teach- 
ers admonitions about how to write were as powerful as the 
voices of the teachers she heard in the present. Thus a certain 
logic motivated Laura’s search for additional sources in writing 
her history paper; as it turned out, the choice she made was inap- 
propriate in the context in which she wrote, one that emphasized 
text conventions apart from the spirit of open-ended inquiry that 
a theory of invention, and authorship, underscores. 

Writing an Argument in the History of Science 

To further complicate our understanding of how students ap- 
proach the task of writing in a university, we turn to a study 
conducted in a first-year history of science course comprised of 
eleven honors students at a large public university in the Mid- 
west. The seminar for honors students explored the events lead- 
ing up to the discovery of the double helix and its assimilation 
into biology. However, the primary aim of the course was not to 
learn a specific set of scientific concepts; instead, as the instruc- 
tor pointed out in her syllabus, she sought to teach her students 
“how to do research and writing in the history of science.” 

The purpose of the study was to understand the conditions 
that can foster students’ sense of authorship as they integrate 
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their interpretation of history through reading and then advance 
their own positions in what they write. Specifically, four ques- 
tions motivated this project: 

1. How does the instructor talk about writing and represent what 
it means to write in the history of science? 

2. How do students interpret different writing tasks? 

3. What patterns of discourse characterize the talk between stu- 
dents and the professor, and do these patterns influence what 
students write? 

4. How do students organize their essays, and on what basis do 
they select information from reading, class discussion, and prior 
knowledge in developing their ideas? 

For the purposes of our discussion, we will focus on the ways 
three of the nine participating students in the study interpreted 
and evaluated the task of writing an argument, first examining 
the introductions to the essays they wrote for class and then ana- 
lyzing their retrospective accounts (Greene and Higgins), in which 
they described their interpretations of writing an argument. Al- 
though field notes were taken during the entire fifteen-week se- 
mester, these accounts were collected when students first received 
their assignment three weeks into the semester. 

The Participants 

Kevin was majoring in computer science and hoped he might 
also major in music. Denise was majoring in molecular biology 
at the university and had taken bacteriology and genetics classes 
in high school. Anne had gone to a small private “laboratory 
high school” associated with a university and thought she might 
major in biology at the university she now attended; however, 
her fear of math had forced her to reconsider this choice, and she 
had declared “No major” in registering for courses. Table 15.1 
provides additional details about these students’ experiences with 
writing in school, based on interviews with the students before 
they wrote their essays. 
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Table 15»1. Students Major at the University and Prior Experience 
Writing in High School 



Student 


Major 


Writing in High School 


Kevin 


Computer 

Science/Music 


Research Writing in English 
Creative Writing 


Denise 


Microbiology 


Advanced Composition 
analysis of literature 
argument 
research writing 


Anne 


Undeclared 


English 

persuasive writing 
debate 
History 
analysis 
argument 



The Task 

Writing an argument in this first-year history of science class en- 
tailed “assessing” the value of James Watson’s The Double Helix 
for the historian of science. In the written assignment, the profes- 
sor asked, “How useful is it [The Double Helix] as a document 
for giving us insight into the development of molecular biology 
(or insight into the scientific process in general in the early 
1950s)? She then offered some additional questions that she 
wanted her students to consider in formulating their answersi 

♦ How accurate is the document — to what degree should we trust 
it, and in what areas? 

♦ How broad or narrow is its scope? What information is included; 
what information (or what kind of information) is left out that 
you think would be helpful or necessary to formulate a fuller 
picture of the history involved? 

^ ^JC^hat does it tell us about the conduct of science that is useful to 
know and that might be lacking from other sorts of documents? 

♦ ^X^hat other sorts of documentation would you want to have ac- 
cess to, ideally, to gain a fuller picture of the early history of 
molecular biology? 
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Further, the professor wrote, “You do not need to address all of 
these questions; you might want to address others as well/instead. 
These are just suggestions. The essay should be about 1200-1500 
words long (approx. 4-6 pages), and should make a coherent 
argument with a clear thesis statement that you support. (The 
argument itself may, of course, have multiple parts or 
subarguments.)” (For a full statement of the assignment, see 
Appendix 15.1.) 

According to the professor, the purpose of assigning this kind 
of paper was to help students learn both the conventions of aca- 
demic inquiry and of writing an argument. In an interview, she 
stated that she wanted to (1) give students practice in writing a 
“critical analytical essay, with a thesis, an arguriient, but without 
the added difficulties of doing research”; (2) help them formu- 
late their own research problem, which is the next step in writing 
a research paper during the second part of the term: “This gives 
them something that’s more manageable because it’s based in read- 
ings that we read collectively”; and (3) give students practice in 
assessing documents, something that students will also do with 
the primary and secondary sources they find themselves while 
writing their research paper. Having students write in a course 
focusing on the discovery of DNA was critical because, the in- 
structor observed, 

I think that helps them process the material and make it their 
own. Having made it their own, they will be less likely to for- 
get it, to the extent that I want them to remember, as sort of an 
educated person, I want them to remember some things, gen- 
eral things about the history of biology, and that is what they 
are doing where this business of learning to formulate an argu- 
ment is really crucial. 

In short, the professor understood that writing could play a criti- 
cal role in helping students learn the craft of writing an argument 
and learning to do the work of a historian. 

The Professor’s Interpretation of the Task 

Focusing on her goal of teaching students to read, write, and 
think critically, the professor explained in an interview that she 
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“wanted [her students] to weigh what they thought was useful 
and not useful,” although she did not make explicit what she 
meant by the word “assess” in the written assignment. “It’s kind 
of a deliberately vague word,” she observed, “but then I have a 
lot of specific suggestions below [the subquestions]. It’s a general 
word so that they have to figure it out. Because it could mean a 
lot of different things, but whatever they’re doing, they’re kind 
of, they’re being asked to critically examine this book and con- 
sider how historians should have used it.” In other words, she 
not only asked her students to assess what they were reading, but 
to do so in the role of historians of science (“Assess the value of 
James Watson’s The Double Helix for the historian of science.”). 
This meant, for the professor, that students would have to think 
about how a historian of science uses a document, “finding some- 
thing out about the past, not simply giving their opinion of how 
The Double Helix read as a story.” And, finally, by “argument,” 
another key term in the assignment, she meant that “the pieces 
of writing provide evidence and logic that sustain the pieces, that 
is, by logically piecing together pieces of evidence, they will cre- 
ate a case for the thesis it asserted in the introduction, as I hope 
I’ve made clear.” 

Teaching Students to Write an Argument 

To prepare students to write an argument, the professor pro- 
vided a sequence of assignments that encouraged students to think 
about the nature of scientific discovery and the nature of author- 
ship, in particular how authors such as James Watson project 
their persona in their writing and the extent to which an author’s 
presentation of an argument could be judged as reliable. As she 
pointed out in an interview, these assignments grew out of a cen- 
tral problem she posed at the beginning of the semester, one that 
centered on the relationship between memory and history. 

I find that a really interesting problem [focuses on] the rela- 
tionship between memory and history and how the scientists 
are constructing their own history, and how that is related to 
... the way historians might write history. . . . And so I wantjed] 
them to think about the differences between autobiography or 
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memoirs and history, and get a sense of what it is a historian 
can do in analyzing these kinds of writings that we’ve been 
looking at and synthesizing. 

Of equal importance was the professor’s concern for the re- 
lationship between the “development of the ideas in research and 
their dissemination through textbooks. How did anybody,” she 
reflected in an interview, “how did the double helix get to be 
such a big actor in our culture, it’s a very strange thing.” Like 
other educators, she conveyed a sense that textbook representa- 
tions of scientific discovery gloss over, even ignore, conflict within 
a scientific community and the process of scientific discovery, a 
cycle that is anything but the linear process many textbooks sug- 
gest (cf. Johns 46-48; Myers). 

In addition to asking students to write weekly response pa- 
pers based on the assigned readings, which included different 
and conflicting points of view on how the structure of DNA was 
discovered, she asked students to complete the following struc- 
tured assignments: 

RESEARCH MINIPROJECT on what the textbooks say about 
the double helix story. LOCATE a biology textbook in the stacks 
in [ . . .] Library that discusses the discovery (or at least men- 
tions it) and bring it in. You should also submit a one-page 
analysis that focuses on how the discovery is treated: To what 
extent does the textbook discuss the historical events leading 
up to the discovery of DNA? How does the textbook present 
the scientific method? 

RESEARCH: Find out biographical information about ONE 
reviewer (at least the following: birthdate, education, disciplin- 
ary affiliation, and, if possible, then current institutional posi- 
tion). Write down your source(s), providing complete 
bibliographical information as specified in your style manual. 

ONE- PAGE RESPONSE: What effect does knowing biographi- 
cal information about the reviewer have on your reading of the 
review? 

As the professor pointed out in the interview, the goals of the 
miniproject and response papers aimed at encouraging students 
to read different sources of information critically and helping 
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them understand the problems of “doing history.” One such prob- 
lem can be formulated as a question that she discussed in class: 
Can you get at what really happened and, if not, what do you 
do?” In developing a method for answering this kind of ques- 
tion, historians, she told them, would have to explain “why you 
do what you do . . . with justification.” 

Guiding students through the process of formulating an ar- 
gument, the professor also gave students a handout that defined 
the function of an argument, treating this kind of writing as a 
general skill that informs her suggestions about how students 
might organize their essays. (See Appendix 15.2 for the complete 
handout, “Essay Writing Guide.”) 



The first thing to realize about [your] essay is that it must make 
an argument and not merely cram as many facts as possible 
onto the page. You are writing to persuade the reader (ANY 
reader) to believe what you are saying. ... (2) tell the reader 
what your position on the question is; and (3) present an argu- 
ment with evidence to demonstrate the correctness of your po- 
sition. But before you write anything you must form your own 
opinion. (Or at least, before you write anything anyone will 
see.) 

Students had two weeks to complete the task. They had the 
opportunity to submit a draft to the professor for comments and 
to work with other students in peer response groups, where they 
received additional written comments. 

Students’ Written Responses to the Assignment 

Included below and unedited, the three students’ introductions 
to the essays they wrote in response to the assignment represent 
three different ways of approaching the task they were given. 
Together, these students’ approaches underscore a critical prob- 
lem we have sought to address in this chapter: that explicitness 
in language, in this case academic discourse, is a function of the 
knowledge that specific readers/writers use to interpret meaning. 
Meaning is never given. Instead, the students in this study con- 
strued terms such as “assess,” “thesis,” and “argument” in ways 
that made sense to them — not just in the context of writing re- 
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sponse papers in this class on DNA, completing a miniresearch 
project, or reading a handout on argument. As we will demon- 
strate, students’ approaches to the assignment also reflected their 
prior knowledge about how to write an argument using evidence, 
knowledge based on their experiences of writing in other school 
contexts. 

Perhaps students rely on these previously learned strategies 
because the “behaviors and ways of seeing” (Purcell-Gates 98) 
implicit in their professor’s understanding of what it means to 
write an argument in the history of science were less clear to 
them. The professor’s understanding is to some extent revealed 
in the way she structured the assignment (“to critically examine 
this book [The Double Helix] and consider how historians should 
have used it ... , finding something out about the past, not sim- 
ply giving their opinion of how The Double Helix read as a story”) 
and in her interview with the researcher. Still, though the 
professor’s careful sequence of assignments may represent her 
effort to make her expectations clear, her students had to take 
risks as they interpreted the terms of the assignment and trans- 
lated their understanding of terms such as “argument” in fulfill- 
ing the task. These risks existed because these terms do not have 
clear definitions; students’ approaches easily could have come 
into conflict with their professor’s authority. Moreover, the task 
could be daunting because the kind of inquiry that the professor 
attempted to foster was fairly open-ended (cf. Emig 39). There 
was no right or wrong answer to the prompt asking students to 
assess the value of The Double Helix, although the inquiry the 
professor encouraged was very much in keeping with the spirit 
of Young’s notion of invention. Students had the opportunity to 
integrate their interpretations of their reading, weighing differ- 
ent and conflicting points of view in advancing their own argu- 
ments. 

In his paper, Kevin compares James Watson’s account in The 
Double Helix of how Watson discovered the molecular structure 
of DNA to Watson and Crick’s earlier published account in the 
journal Nature. In essence, he chose to address one of the 
subquestions in the assignment, “How accurate is the document 
[The Double Helix] — to what degree should we trust it, and in 
what areas,” without addressing the larger concern in the assign- 
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merit of how historians should have used Watson’s book, as the 
professor might have expected. In the written assignment, the 
main question the professor asked was: “How useful is it [The 
Double Helix] as a document for giving us insight into the devel- 
opment of molecular biology (or insight into the scientific pro- 
cess in general in the early 1950 s)?” 

James D. Watson’s The Double Helix presents a scientifically 
important historical event — the discovery of the structure of 
DNA — as a personal account, and does not claim under false 
pretense to describe or outline the scientific method, rather it is 
a chronicle of the way in which James Watson and Francis 
Crick tackled the issue. Watson goes so far as to include a sort 
of disclaimer, saying that it presents “[his] vision of how the 
structure of DNA was discovered” (Watson 3). I hesitate to 
believe that there is any one way in which science should be 
conducted; instead I think that individuals — or teams — use 
whatever methods work in their unique instances. 

In my opinion, the general conception of the scientific 
method arises from the presentation, not in the implementa- 
tion. In other words, the presentation, in the form of a scien- 
tific paper, may not accurately represent the techniques used 
but may instead distort the facts in order to fit a more com- 
monly accepted notion of how science is performed. In the 
words of P. B. Medawar: “Is the scientific paper fraudulent? 

Yes: it misrepresents scientific thought” (Medawar 42). Watson 
and Crick’s paper, as it appeared in Nature, deviated signifi- 
cantly from the account given in The Double Helix. 

The article submitted to Nature contrasts rather sharply 
with Watson’s personal account of the events leading to the 
discovery of the structure of DNA (Watson 237-241). The paper 
implies an order of events different from that in Watson’s mem- 
oir, in that it portrays a nearly linear thought pattern, moving 
logically from step to step. We find this to be grossly incorrect 
upon reading The Double Helix, in which we learn of the true, 
non-linear progression of ideas flowing through Watson and 
Crick’s minds. At one point Watson is having trouble falling 
asleep, and consequently his lively mind comes up with the 
idea that proteins are synthesized from RNA, which is in turn 
fabricated directly from DNA (Watson 89). 

Denise analyzed the scientific method in molecular biology, 
also centering her response on one of the subquestions, “What 
does [The Double Hdix] tell us about the conduct of science that 
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is useful to know and that might be lacking from other sorts of 
documents?” She explains to her reader in the opening statement 
of her paper that “[t]he documentation of scientific discovery 
has a profound effect on current developments, and can have an 
immeasurable influence on scientists.” However, unlike Kevin, 
she also makes an argument as a direct response to the broader 
concern of the assignment, advancing the position that '"'[The 
Double Helix alone] is not sufficient to provide accurate insight 
into the development of molecular biology and the scientific pro- 
cess during the early 1950’s.” Still, the primary emphasis of 
Denise’s essay is indicated at the end of the second paragraph 
and beginning of the third, where Denise explains the value of 
the double helix. Specifically, she tells us that Watson brings to 
light the process by which he went about his work. “The per- 
sonal relationships among Watson, Crick, Maurice Wilkins, 
Rosalind Franklin, and the others involved in the discovery of 
the structure of the DNA,” Denise observes, “are entertaining to 
read about and help to spice up the book. More importantly, 
however, they also help to explain why the discovery took the 
course that it did.” Rather than “critically examine this book 
and consider how historians should have used it,” as the profes- 
sor construed the task, Denise tells a story about the scientific 
method. 

The documentation of scientific discovery has a profound ef- 
fect on current developments, and can have an immeasurable 
influence on scientists (Sayre, 108). Therefore, it is crucial for 
scientists to be accurate, truthful, and objective when report- 
ing their findings to the scientific community and the public. 
Unfortunately, scientific research and experimentation does not 
make for the most interesting reading, and increasing the accu- 
racy of a report does little to increase its readability. The Double 
Helix^ James D. Watson’s personal account of the discovery of 
the structure of DNA, is an exception to the bland, impersonal 
recordings most are accustomed to. Watson makes his story 
interesting to the reader while reporting the famous discovery 
he and Francis Crick made. The Double Helix is, in compari- 
son to other scientific reports of discoveries, a colorful and 
entertaining read. Alone, however, it is not sufficient to pro- 
vide accurate insight into the development of molecular biol- 
ogy and the scientific process during the early 1950’s. 
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James Watson greatly increased the readability of The 
Double Helix by adding personal stories, jokes, and opinions 
among the scientific information pertaining to DNA. Although 
the focus of the book is his monumental discovery, he devotes 
a large portion of it to recalling social outings, relationships 
between the main characters involved in the discovery, and his 
own feelings about his work and those he worked with. 
Watson’s unique narration gives the reader a better understand- 
ing for the personal aspect of science. It exposes the reader to 
not only the actions of one of the most famous scientists of our 
time, but his thoughts as well. These thoughts help to explain 
the process by which Watson went about his work; they not 
only tell what he did, but why he did it. 

The personal relationships among Watson, Crick, Maurice 
Wilkins, Rosalind Franklin, and the others involved in the dis- 
covery of the structure of the DNA, are entertaining to read 
about and help to spice up the book. More importantly, how- 
ever, they also help to explain why the discovery took the course 
that it did. Had these relations been different — had Watson 
and Crick encountered personality conflict while Franklin and 
Wilkins got along beautifully, for example — the story of DNA 
which we are familiar with might have been considerably al- 
tered. Anne Sayre certainly believes this, and she states in 
Rosalind Franklin and DNA that “it is very possible that the 
history of molecular biology might be rather different from 
what it is today if Rosalind and Maurice Wilkins had not hated 
one another at sight,” (95). The interpersonal aspect of scien- 
tific research cannot be ignored by those interested in the true 
history and nature of research. While most other scientific re- 
ports overlook this aspect, Watson’s book emphasizes it. 

In contrast to Kevin and Denise, Anne’s argument focuses on 
the broad concern stated in the assignment: the value of Watson’s 
double helix for the historian of science. Her position is clear 
from the outset as she asserts that ''The Double Helix is not a 
valuable piece of historical evidence because it presents an inac- 
curate picture of events surrounding the discovery of the struc- 
ture of DNA, and it presents a scientific process which could be 
detrimental to science.” Focusing on both the broad concern and 
the subquestion about the scientific process is very much in keep- 
ing with her professor’s understanding of how students would go 
about completing this writing task. 
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If you read the Double Helix by James Watson for amusement 
and to learn a personal view of the discovery of the structure 
of deoxyribonucleic acid (DNA), you will not be disappointed. 

If you are looking for a book that can serve as an accurate 
historical account of the discovery, you need to put this book 
back on the shelf. I must warn that while this book is enter- 
taining due to its light hearted approach and personal nature, 
the mocking of characters and drunken stories included in this 
account do not present a true picture of the history of molecu- 
lar biology. The Double Helix is not a valuable piece of his- 
torical evidence because it presents an inaccurate picture of 
events surrounding the discovery of the structure of DNA, and 
it presents a scientific process which could be detrimental to 
science. 

When reading the Double Helix, you learn early in the 
story that Watson openly dislikes Rosalind Franklin. Scientists 
are humans and are allowed to dislike one another, but when 
writing a historical account, one needs to be impartial enough 
to accurately describe the contributions and the role of the other 
people involved. This is where Watson fails. He allows his per- 
sonal feelings to interfere with the scientific aspect, and creates 
a picture of Rosalind Franklin that is completely unrepresenta- 
tive of her actual role in the discovery of the double helical 
structure of DNA. 

Rosalind Franklin was one of the top x-ray crystallogra- 
phers of the time when she went to work with Crick. Never- 
theless, Watson treats her as a second rate scientist simply 
because he and Rosalind did not get along. An example of the 
lack of respect Watson had for Rosalind Franklin is the name 
by which he refers to her in The Double Helix. Scientists are 
generally addressed by their last names (or at least first names) 
in this account, all except for Rosalind Franklin. Instead of 
treating her as he treats other scientists, Watson refuses to call 
her Franklin or Rosalind, but rather by the childish nickname 
of “Rosy”. When reading this book, you must make a con- 
scious effort to remember that this is an immature game Watson 
is playing. There is no legitimate reason to call her “Rosy” 
because even her friends did not refer to her by this name. This 
is Watson’s effort to convince the reader of Franklin’s inferior- 
ity, so that we might agree with his opinion of her. 

Given prior studies of how students interpret writing assign- 
ments (e.g., Flower et ah; Nelson), it may not be surprising that 
these three students approached the assignment in such different 
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ways. What interests us, then, is not simply that these students 
interpreted the task in different ways; we are more interested in 
the logic that influenced the decisions they made in writing their 
essays — what they chose to foreground as they considered such 
prompts as “assess” and such terms as “argument,” “thesis,” 
and “evidence.” In probing these decisions, it is not sufficient to 
look at students’ texts alone; we must hear students’ voices, lis- 
tening to retrospective accounts that can provide some insight 
into how these students approached the process of writing an 
argument. 

In the analyses that follow, we answer the following ques- 
tions: How did students interpret what it means to write for a 
historian of science? What does it mean for these students to 
develop “a coherent argument with a clear thesis statement that 
[they need to] support” and that may have “multiple parts or 
subarguments”? And what makes writing this kind of essay dif- 
ficult? These are the questions students were asked by the re- 
searcher on the day they received their assignment in class. Their 
answers can help us to understand how students conceptualize 
writing assignments. Further, by understanding the logic that 
motivates what students do, we can better speak with directness 
and sensitivity to how students learn and how we can be explicit 
in a way that will enable students to become authors. 

Students’ Interpretations of What 
It Means to Write an Argument 

In this section, we provide excerpts from students’ retrospective 
accounts to illustrate how they interpreted the task of writing an 
argument. This section is organized around three concerns: (1) 
how students understood the task, (2) the way they defined how 
a historian of science thinks, and (3) what made writing this kind 
of essay difficult. The ellipses in each excerpt represent pauses. 

Reading the assignment aloud in a retrospective account, 
Kevin related his understanding of what his professor expected 
him to write to the kind of writing with which he was already 
familiar, reflecting on the format of an argument. “According to 
the way I learned in high school,” he commented. 
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that is . . . [pause] well she talked a little bit about it. She said 
the introductory paragraph with your thesis and maybe a short 
little thing to draw the reader in before that and then I do 
think it was a series of paragraphs with a controlling idea in 
each one . . . like she had us pick out some controlling ideas in 
Sayre. They should link together to form a good basis for your 
argument and then in order to prove each of the paragraphs 
you need to support. 

Denise considered the nature of argument in much the same way 
as Kevin, conveying, at least implicitly, the kind of explanation 
many teachers of writing might find in a composition handbook. 
Of course, their accounts also demonstrate that they had begun 
to internalize the general criteria their professor provided in her 
handout on essay writing, such as supporting one’s thesis (see 
Appendix 15.2): “A coherent argument,” Denise mused, 

means just be able to have an idea and have your ideas support 
. . . and have the rest of the argument . . . support your thesis or 
your original idea. Not have like a wishy-washy, wish-washy 
thing, you know like, well it could be this and this but you’re 
still arguing all in one point. Coherent argument. Just make it 
make sense. 

Finally, Anne, whose essay, according to the professor, most di- 
rectly addressed the value of Watson’s book for a historian of 
science, takes the explanation of what constitutes an argument 
further. In this excerpt, she considers the point of view she might 
take and her audience’s needs: 

Um. An argument where one can understand where you stand, 
what your point is, what you’re arguing for um and um they 
can understand the points you’re making um that they’re clear 
to someone and it’s not . . . it’s something that someone that 
doesn’t necessarily have a kind of background in here would 
be able to understand, I think. You know, something that’s 
clear, it’s just there. I don’t know, there’s more I suppose. 

Like Kevin, she refers to her prior knowledge about writing when 
she tries to understand the difference between a thesis statement 
and an argument in the wording of the assignment: 
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Your thesis statement . . . thesis statement Td say in my opin- 
ion or from what Tve been taught is kind of like what you’re 
claiming, it’s what you’re, it’s what like you’re the point is like 
you’re supposed to be getting out of the argument. The argu- 
ment is going to support the thesis, the argument is going to be 
convincing the reader of your thesis statement. It’s gonna be an 
idea however specific and then your argument’s gonna go into 
detail and give the evidence and gonna be the part that’s trying 
to convince you. 

Together, these three students’ accounts reveal the powerful 
influence of students’ legacy of schooling and of the prompts 
their current teacher provides. Equally helpful in guiding Kevin’s 
approach were the comments his professor offered in response to 
something Kevin wrote earlier in the term: 

If she reads it [his argument focusing on Watson] even if she 
doesn’t agree with our thesis, if she had a different idea about 
how important it is, she’ll read through our argument and if 
it’s clear and makes sense and it’s well supported and it’s logi- 
cal then I think that she’ll say we did a good job. And in sup- 
port for that I cite my last informal response I turned in about 
Sinsheimer; he’s the reviewer that I wrote on and I wrote that I 
disagreed with him and I thought he was too mean in his re- 
view and stuff. But I mean I had a fairly clear argument, and 
she said, this is a good argument but I don’t agree with you, 
but she still gave me a check plus. 

If students’ conceptions of writing an argument were for the 
most part general, they had an even less well-defined sense of 
how they could direct their arguments to the historian of science. 
Denise hesitated when she read and reread the language of the 
assignment: “Assess the value of James Watson’s The Double 
Helix for the historian of science.” She then went on to say, 

[Tjhe way that science is carried out and how. . . um . . . basi- 
cally how people came to make their discoveries, how, um, 
what effect they have. It’s hard to explain. Just the history of it, 
um, um I don’t know, I don’t know how to explain it. I mean I 
think I understand it, but ha ha ... I don’t know, I guess the 
role of certain people in certain discoveries in certain informa- 
tion and knowledge that is had throughout the years and to 
leading into new and different things. 
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Kevin offered, “[T]he historian of science is interested in people’s 
opinions as well as the facts, I suppose.” Anne provided a slightly 
more detailed explanation in commenting on the assignment: 

Assess what the value . . . how much of it is actually just like 
him being James Watson as a person and how much is it him 
being a scientist and like how much is actually relevant to ex- 
plaining . . . assessing the value, kind of determining how much 
you feel is relevant as a historian of science he’s gonna be, he or 
she, would be able to accurately . . . would take that informa- 
tion accurately and look back upon the scene and say “It’s not 
. . . the thing’s not very valuable” (let’s see if I can finish a 
sentence) then it’s not ... it wouldn’t reflect much in what 
actually happened, it wouldn’t tell you much about it, but if 
it’s valuable then it, despite how he wrote it, it’d tell you a lot 
about what actually was going on. I think it asks you how 
much you can believe and how much you can count on. 

Still, no matter how sophisticated or how underdeveloped stu- 
dents’ understanding was of what it means to argue in the con- 
text of writing for a historian of science, much of their success 
depended on a number of different factors. 

In addition to those factors already discussed, we would also 
include how students dealt with the difficulty of translating what 
they knew into writing an argument they believed would fulfill 
their professor’s expectations as a reader. For example, when asked 
in an interview what made the assignment difficult, Kevin simply 
pointed to not having sufficient time. And Denise suggested that 
she needed to learn how to assume a role she was not accus- 
tomed to playing in reading. 

[I]t’s hard to really decide whether or not um, um, like the 
parts of the book are valuable or not, such as you know his 
[Watson’s] own opinions. I mean, it’s hard to um, I just have to 
look at it from a ppint of view, from the historian of science 
whereas, you know, I look at it from the point of view of some- 
one just reading the book. I just have to take a different point 
of view than what I had originally taken while reading this, I 
guess. 

To the difficulty of knowing how to read in a new way, Anne 
added the challenge of what students face when they are reading 
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different and conflicting points of view and struggling to come to 
terms with what they think and believe. Specifically, she observed 
that 



I kept getting frustrated because in one way I could see both 
sides of this and if I had been like more, like if I had really 
hated the book or if I really felt that it helped a lot or whatever, 
it would have been a lot easier. But I, I read Sayre’s book, maybe 
if I had read Crick’s book it would have made it a lot easier, 
too. But I read Sayre’s book and this book fully through, so it 
gave me total opposing sides but I saw both, but in terms of 
writing an argument, I couldn’t, I couldn’t figure out a way 
that I could think of it both ways and still like present an argu- 
ment and not just a “well it’s this, it’s that” without, and still 
not come up with an argument. I couldn’t find a way to do 
that, so I had to pick a way and then every, and I tried to pick 
both ways and I sat and made what I like, you know, what I, 
how I, trying to pick both sides of the coin and I chose by 
saying that I didn’t think it was very valuable, you know, but 
then I kept second guessing myself along the way through. I 
mean I got like halfway through the paper and was almost 
ready to start over and try the other side, and I was like . . . 
That was my big problem. 

Based on our analyses of three students’ retrospective ac- 
counts, it is apparent that these students struggled with defining 
what it means to think like a historian of science, despite the 
instructor’s efforts to develop a sequence of assignments that 
would make explicit the modes of inquiry characteristic of histo- 
rians of science. Consequently, it was difficult for students to 
shape their arguments in ways that responded directly to the as- 
signment: that students “assess the value of James Watson’s The 
Double Helix for the historian of science.” It was equally appar- 
ent that these three students’ understanding of what it means to 
argue was very general, relating more to the format of a paper 
than to the elements spelled out in the handout the professor 
gave them (see Appendix 15.2). This handout emphasized using 
specific evidence to support one’s claims and keeping the ques- 
tion “So what.^” in mind as students wrote about the details of 
what they read concerning the structure of DNA and the extent 
to which they believed Watson’s book was a reliable source. Im- 
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plicit here is a fundamental tension between general advice about 
writing and the kind of discipline-specific inquiry that the assign- 
ment required. It may have been one thing for students to de- 
velop a coherent argument using criteria they had learned in 
school, but quite another to engage in an open-ended inquiry 
within a discipline with which they were not altogether familiar. 
Students’ retrospective accounts help us to see the ways they tried 
to negotiate this tension and shed light on the complexities of 
writing. 

More than this, however, these accounts complicate our no- 
tion of what happens when a teacher is “explicit.” The ways 
students constructed the task (as opposed to the written assign- 
ment) seemed to be shaped mainly by five primary influences: (1) 
previous writing instruction in school; (2) comments their pro- 
fessor made on their response papers; (3) the professor’s author- 
ity, exhibited through her expertise; (4) the students’ ability to 
locate a position from which to write amid different and con- 
flicting points of view in reading; and (5) the evaluative climate 
of the classroom. 

Implications for Research and Teaching 

One implication of the research presented here is that when we 
examine students’ processes of composing — the thinking that 
often remains hidden behind the texts they produce — we find 
that a better predictor of what students will do than the assign- 
ment we give is the task they set themselves (Flower; Greene, 
“Making Sense”). Although we may assume that a writer’s inter- 
pretation is a stable, integrated image of a task, writers can change 
goals and strategies throughout the process of composing be- 
cause of their conflicting sense of whom they are writing for: the 
teacher, an interested reader, themselves, their peers, and so on. 
By examining students’ assumptions about writing, we can begin 
to develop practices that build upon their knowledge and extend 
their emerging abilities to use language in different contexts. 

Not unlike many instructors, the students in the studies de- 
scribed here appear to embrace the notion that there are general 
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strategies for writing arguments, for reading a given text, and for 
thinking critically. And one could maintain that, indeed, many of 
us teach general strategies of invention, including the following: 
(1) identifying the issue, (2) formulating a rich question to guide 
inquiry, (3) generating evidence, and (4) identifying counterargu- 
ments. Similarly, Flower has underscored the value of teaching 
students to be metacognitively aware. This means that writers 
need to understand the kinds of discourse strategies that are ap- 
propriate in writing, the ways to use a repertoire of strategies for 
composing (e.g., employing different types of evidence, using a 
particular genre) and evaluating the appropriateness of their 
choices. But it is equally important to recognize the discourse 
practices in different communities that influence the inventional 
strategies that writers use. As Johns asserts, different “communi- 
ties use written discourses that enable members to keep in touch 
with each other, carry on discussions, explore controversies, and 
advance their aims.” Different genres represent “the values, needs, 
and practices of the community that produces them” (56; cf. 
Berkenkotter and Huckin). 

Although we have not addressed how students’ cultural back- 
grounds affect their choices in writing — for example, whether to 
include their own ideas — it is important for us to explore how 
rules of interaction in a particular culture and how traditions 
governing appropriate expression of feelings or beliefs have an 
impact on how students write (Heath; Valdes) and conduct in- 
quiry. For instance, how does a student’s perception of his or her 
intended reader (e.g., teacher, other students, self) and the cul- 
tural traditions governing interactions with such individuals in- 
fluence the manner in which the student develops an argument? 
If the primary reader is assumed to be the teacher, then how will 
students from different cultural backgrounds write for such a 
reader? Do they limit how they argue or what they explain be- 
cause the teacher is the sole audience? Do they consider different 
sorts of writing (e.g., persuasion) to be inappropriate for address- 
ing an instructor? 

Of particular interest to those teaching writing across the 
curriculum are the kinds of explanations about writing that in- 
structors offer as a way to teach students how to use the knowl- 
edge they acquire within the conventions of writing and inquiry 
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in a particular field. This kind of research can be especially rel- 
evant to students such as Laura, who often felt frustrated by the 
lack of connections between what she learned in one class and 
what was asked of her in another. Unfortunately, she felt that the 
rules distinguishing classes were all too arbitrary (cf. Chiseri- 
Strater; McCarthy). In turn, we can begin to understand more 
clearly the role that writing can play in learning to think and act 
within such diverse communities as history (cf. Greene, “Stu- 
dents”; Seixas; Voss, Carretero, Kennet, and Silfries) or the his- 
tory of science by examining how different historical explanations 
actually influence what students write. Although studies have 
begun to sketch out the difficult navigations students are expected 
to perform through the varied disciplinary terrains of the univer- 
sity, further research needs to offer detailed analyses of how stu- 
dents make connections or distinctions between various 
disciplines — or what we as teachers can do to facilitate this pro- 
cess (cf. Nowacek). 

In concluding this chapter^ we want to return to the images 
in A River Runs through It and Higher Learning. These images 
portray teachers as gifted and knowledgeable and students as 
bright and energetic in their attempts to fulfill what their teach- 
ers expect of them. But we have also tried to challenge these im- 
ages as incomplete, urging us to reexamine our assumptions about 
learning, to give voice to those assumptions that remain tacit, 
and to become students of different disciplines and of our stu- 
dents themselves. Creating opportunities for learning through 
immersion or repetition and practice will not suffice if we are to 
ensure that all of our students understand what it means to com- 
plete the tasks we give them. We will need to do more. We can 
teach them to assume the role of author. And by this we mean 
that we can teach writers to read rhetorical situations and make 
informed choices about the appropriateness of their decisions 
about both text and context. But teaching students to author 
texts, which is akin to the notion of rhetorical invention, will 
entail continuing our efforts as a research community to “make 
reasonable judgments about the adequacy of our theories . . .” 
(Young, “Paradigms” 39). The questions Richard Young asked 
twenty years ago persist as we strive to make explicit what re- 
mains merely tacit in cross-disciplinary writing: “To what fea- 
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tures of the [writing] process must a theory of invention respond? 
Is the process the same for all kinds of discourse and rhetorical 
purposes? ... Or are there different kinds of processes for which 
different theories of invention are appropriate and inappropri- 
ate?” (44). 
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History of Science: The Double Helix 
FIRST PAPER ASSIGNMENT: 

Polished draft due Tuesday, October 8 (bring 3 copies TO CLASS) 
Final version due Tuesday, October 15 

Assess the value of James Watson’s The Double Helix for the historian 
of science. How useful is it as a document for giving us insight into the 
development of molecular biology (or insight into scientific process in 
general in the early 1950s)? Some things you might want to consider in 
formulating your answer: 

♦ How accurate is the document — to what degree should we trust 
it, and in what areas? 

♦ How broad or narrow is its scope? What information is included; 
what information (or what kind of information) is left out that 
you think would be helpful or necessary to formulate a fuller 
picture of the history involved? 

♦ What does it tell us about the conduct of science that is useful to 
know and that might be lacking from other sorts of documents? 

♦ What other sorts of documentation would you want to have ac- 
cess to, ideally, to gain a fuller picture of the early history of 
molecular biology? 

You do not need to address all of these questions; you might want to 
address others as well/instead. These are just suggestions. The essay 
should be about 1200-1500 words long (approx. 4-6 pages), and should 
make a coherent argument with a clear thesis statement that you sup- 
port. (The argument itself may, of course, have multiple parts or 
subarguments.) However, we do not need to be rigid about the exact 
form of the argument. If you feel most comfortable writing a standard 
academic essay, you may do that. If you would rather imagine yourself 
offering advice to a friend, or a student, or someone else burning to 
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know the early history of molecular biology who has been told that The 
Double Helix is a good place to start, you may do that. You may even 
imagine yourself writing a didactic letter to the journal Biology Teacher 
or presenting a paper at the International History, Philosophy, and Sci- 
ence Teaching Conference (a real conference held every other year) ad- 
vising non-historians of science of the pleasures and pitfalls of using 
this book to teach students about the history of molecular biology. In 
any of these cases, you would want to develop a clear thesis and argu- 
ment, but you might couch them slightly differently in your introduc- 
tion, and the overall tone might differ somewhat, depending on which 
approach you take. (BE SURE to be clear which approach you’re do- 
ing!) 

Please attach to your draft a cover letter for your readers that high- 
lights where you especially want advice. Are you uncertain whether you 
have articulated your thesis clearly? Do you want them to pay special 
attention to the ways you support your argument? the relationship of 
your conclusion to the evidence? your balance of different kinds of ar- 
gumentation? Are you concerned that you are trying to cover too little? 
too much? Are there other issues you want them to focus on? The more 
responsibility you take for guiding your reader-editors, the more likely 
you are to get truly useful feedback. 



Appendix 15.2 



Essay Writing Guide 

1. Making an Argument 

The first thing to realize about an essay is that it must make an 
argument and not merely cram as many facts as possible onto the 
page. You are writing to persuade the reader (ANY reader) to be- 
lieve what you are saying. Therefore, the first thing you need to do 
is ask yourself, “What do I think about this question?” Whatever 
the question, you need to (1) introduce the reader to the basic ele- 
ments of the question as you will treat them in your answer; (2) tell 
the reader what your position on the question is; and (3) present an 
argument with evidence to demonstrate the correctness of your 
position. But before you write anything you must form your own 
opinion. (Or at least, before you write anything anyone will see.) 

2. Introduction 

A good introduction is indispensable to a good essay. Without 
it, the reader gets lost from the very beginning, and is likely to 
remain lost. The introduction must do two things: 

a. It introduces the reader to the topic of the essay. This can be 
done in any number of ways, such as with a short anecdote (for 
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a 5-page essay, any anecdote you use must be very short!), or by 

launching into the topic. 

b. It tells the reader, in a few sentences, what you intend to say 

about the topic. That is, it lays out your thesis. 

3. Exposition and Argument in the Main Body of the Paper 

Once you have moved from the introduction to the main body 
of the essay, you face the task of giving your reader sufficient de- 
tails about the topic so s/he can get some idea of what you are 
talking about. At the same time, you must present your argument 
and persuade the reader that your interpretation is a reasonable 
one. Combining these tasks is no easy matter, and even experienced 
writers often devote considerable effort to giving their essays a read- 
able structure. 

One thing that may help you to organize your essay is to keep in 
mind three questions that a reader will be asking when reading 
your essay: 

1. What does the writer mean? 

2. How do I know it’s true? 

3. So what? 

These three questions should be in your head at all times. The 
first reminds you to take care in explaining yourself. Don’t just 
assume the reader knows what you are talking about; make sure 
you have said enough for the reader to understand your point. Above 
all, DO NOT assume the reader is your Professor! You will do 
much better if you assume that your reader is a reasonably well- 
educated person who knows nothing specific about the subject and 
who has to be told certain things in order to understand what your 
essay is about. 

The second question reminds you that you must provide specific 
evidence for your claims. In the case of this essay, all the evidence 
will be likely to come from primary sources; if you use direct quo- 
tations, you MUST use footnotes or endnotes to cite where your 
evidence comes from. It does not matter exactly what citation for- 
mat you use, but it should be consistent. 

The third question reminds you that you must work hard to see 
that everything in the essay has some recognizable function. Don’t 
just throw in “interesting” facts to take up space: “It is interesting 
that Paracelsus lived in Southern Germany and Vesalius in Italy.” 
No, it isn’t, unless you explain why that little tidbit is important 
(for example, by going on to say that medical education was differ- 
ent in the two countries and this gave them different conceptions of 
the profession). Everything you do and say must advance the essay 
toward your f^ersuading the reader of the reasonableness of 
your judgme^.c/ 
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Finally, one more word of advice about the main body of the 
paper, and that is to take the reader by the hand and lead him step- 
by-step along the way. Historians are very lazy creatures, and given 
half a chance they will completely lose track of your argument. 
Good writers provide plenty of signposts of where things are and 
where they are going. Remember that the reader cannot peer into 
your mind; therefore, you must do everything possible to make the 
essay completely transparent. For example, don’t leave the answer 
to the “So what?” question for her. Tell her what the connection is. 
You can do this along the way, but a good place to reinforce it is in 
your conclusion. 

4. Using Footnotes and Endnotes 

Historical essays of the kind described above need evidence. A 
footnote or endnote basically tells the reader, “Here is my evidence 
for this particular point.” Footnotes and endnotes are mostly used 
to display a writer’s evidence. But they have two other functions as 
well. First, they sometimes are used to explain or expand some- 
thing said in the main body of the text. Writers do this to avoid 
getting too far away from their point. Second, notes are also used 
to give credit to another writer when you are using that person’s 
ideas. You must give credit for someone else’s ideas, even when you 
have put them into your own words (and, of course, when you are 
using someone else’s words you must use quotations). Failure to do 
so is plagiarism, which is a serious academic offense. 



Notes 



1. This heading is taken from McCarthy. 

2. All student names in this study are pseudonyms. Excerpts from stu- 
dent papers and interviews are reprinted with permission. 
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Chapter Sixteen 
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Notes on the Evolution of 
Network Support for Writing 
Across the Curriculum 

Mike Palmquist 
Colorado State University 



If we focus on behavior — behavior we want to change or 
behavior we want to nurture, such as a traditional prac- 
tice in the teaching of writing or particular ways of in- 
creasing student writing throughout the university 
community — we begin to look at things in a different 
way. 

Richard Young, Interview 



W hat would it mean to look at writing across the curricu- 
lum (WAC) in a different way? Over the past five years, 
my colleagues and I have wrestled with our discovery that WAC 
as it is typically conceptualized — what we have come to think of 
as “WAC Orthodoxy” — does not work on our campus.' Yet we 
have remained committed to the goals that inform most WAC 
programs: increased use of writing in disciplinary courses, in- 
creased exposure to the conventions and writing strategies em- 
ployed in various disciplinary communities, and support for 
faculty who express interest in using writing in their courses. In 
addition, we have pursued two goals that inform many, although 
by no means all, WAC programs; direct support for student writ- 
ers, including those who are not enrolled in WAC courses, and 
the creation of a campuswide community of writers. 
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Efforts to meet these goals began at my institution when 
members of the English faculty started an aggressive program of 
outreach in the late 1970s. Their efforts ultimately targeted 
not only faculty at the university, but also public school teachers 
across Colorado.^ When I joined the faculty in 1990, WAC semi- 
nars were a regular occurrence, and I participated in them enthu- 
siastically. Unfortunately, it was clear by then that our cumulative 
efforts had resulted in relatively low faculty participation across 
the university. 

In 1992, reasoning that a new approach was in order, we 
obtained external funding to explore technological support for 
(Palmquist, Zimmerman, and Kiefer). Our initial discus- 
sions helped us clarify our goals about what our new WAC pro- 
gram should entail, but before we began to implement the program 
we spent a year evaluating student, faculty, alumni, and work- 
place perceptions about writing. The results of our exploratory 
studies challenged our expectations about what our WAC pro- 
gram should ultimately look like (for reports of these studies, see 
Thomas; Vest, Long, and Anderson; Vest et al.; Zimmerman and 
Palmquist; Zimmerman et al.). 

As we struggled to balance our goals for WAC with what we 
had learned during our first year of study, we found that the idea 
of “designing a WAC program” had itself become an obstacle to 
success. The WAC movement, although fostering diversity in the 
implementation of individual programs, is informed by a set of 
expectations — an orthodoxy, if you will — about what a WAC 
program is, what it does, and who it serves. Perhaps predictably, 
we found ourselves wrestling with such commonplace issues as 
whether to focus on writing to learn or on writing in the disci- 
plines, whether to house the program inside or outside the En- 
glish department, and whether to offer new writing-intensive 
courses or additional courses in composition, journalism, speech, 
and technical communication. Unfortunately, we also found that 
we were at times losing sight of the instructional and institu- 
tional goals that had led us to consider designing a WAC pro- 
gram in the first place. Designing the program seemed to have 
become our primary goal. 

Faced with institutional and faculty resistance of various fla- 
vors (Couch; Kaufer and Young; McLeod; Soven; Swanson- 
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Owens), we decided to step back from the goal of designing a 
WAC program per se and focus instead on exploring strategies 
for reaching the goals that had led us to propose a WAC pro- 
gram. Not surprisingly (in retrospect), we began to enjoy modest 
success. As Richard Young suggests, we found that focusing on 
specific goals brought about greater success than focusing on 
broader issues of program design. 

In this essay, I explore how our focus on reaching specific 
goals — or more accurately, our focus on issues of implementa- 
tion — has allowed us to create a writing-across-the-curriculum 
program on a campus that exhibited extraordinary indifference 
to two decades of previous WAC efforts. Our approach to WAC, 
as the title of this essay suggests, makes extensive use of network 
and multimedia technologies. It is also influenced by scholars 
who have argued that campus writing centers and a direct focus 
on student writers can play a pivotal role in WAC. In the follow- 
ing sections, I discuss scholarship in each of these areas. I then 
turn to a discussion of the Online Writing Center at Colorado 
State University. I conclude with a discussion of future directions 
in network support for WAC, with attention to the WAC Clear- 
inghouse, a consortium project involving faculty from several 
colleges and universities. 



Unorthodox WAC: Arguments 
for Direct Student Support 



Because of the uncertainty of our knowledge and the rapidity 
of change in the field, we believe that constructive change is 
necessary if any writing program, certainly any WAC program, 
is to be sustainable. What is stable and persistent as the pro- 
gram evolves is a set of principles that give the program its 
identity. 

Richard Young and Christine Neuwirth, 
“Writing in the Disciplines” 



If WAC can be said to have an orthodoxy, it lies in its almost 
unrelenting focus on faculty as a primary audience (Russell). To 
borrow a phrase from the 1980s, most WAC programs seem to 
have adopted a trickle-down approach to writing instruction (see 
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WAC Faculty 

Training: Seminars, Consultation, Writing Center Support 
General Faculty 
^ Teaching 

Students 

Figure 16.1. A traditional top-down WAC model. 



Figure 16.1). Seminars and outreach efforts, as a result, are typi- 
cally targeted at faculty rather than at students. Once faculty 
have gained a sufficiently robust understanding of how writing 
can or should be used in their classrooms, they can in turn pro- 
vide writing instruction — or, at the least, opportunities to write 
to their students. As a result, most \(AC programs invest heavily 
in seminars that train faculty to use writing in their classes 
(Walvoord, “Getting Started”; Young and Fulwiler; Young, “De- 
signing for Change”). 

This approach has a great deal of merit: if teachers do not 
assign formal writing or ask students to capture their thinking 
on paper, then students are much less likely to practice disciplin- 
ary conventions or to write to learn. As a result, our WAC efforts 
include a strong focus on faculty seminars and outreach. 

We are concerned, however, about focusing our efforts solely 
on faculty. Two of the primary goals that have shaped our WAC 
program are providing direct support for student writers regard- 
less of which courses they are taking and fostering the creation 
of a campuswide writing community. To meet these goals using a 
faculty-centered approach would require that most, if not all, 
faculty on our campus actively participate in our WAC program. 

Our experiences, as well as those of other WAC scholars, 
suggest that such massive participation on the part of faculty at 
our institution is unlikely. Indeed, despite the tendency of most 
WAC programs to invest heavily in faculty training and outreach, 
faculty are the most likely and typically the most vocal — sources 
of resistance to WAC initiatives (Couch; Kaufer and Young; 
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McLeod; Soven; Swanson-Owens). The importance of faculty 
resistance should not be underestimated; as Susan McLeod points 
out, it can “gradually wear away even the most firmly estab- 
lished institutional program” (343). Our interviews with faculty 
and our review of WAC scholarship indicated that faculty resis- 
tance typically took one or more of three forms: (1) lack of ex- 
pertise and/or inclination to teach and respond to writing 
(Holladay; Strenski), (2) concern that incorporating writing into 
courses would reduce the amount of instruction provided in the 
content area (Russell), and (3) programmatic concern about re- 
placing existing courses with writing-intensive courses (an issue 
of particular importance at public institutions operating under 
state-mandated ceilings on the number of credits that can be re- 
quired for graduation). 

As we struggled to meet our goals, we found ourselves re- 
flecting on differences between our campus and those on which a 
faculty -centered approach to WAC has proven successful. In con- 
trast to many smaller, liberal arts colleges, for instance, we found 
that our faculty as a whole did not seem to focus the majority of 
their efforts on teaching. The moral force behind the argument 
that WAC helps students become better writers and thinkers was 
not compelling to faculty faced with large classes and demanding 
research agendas. Nor did they welcome our efforts to institute 
courses that could be team taught by communication and disci- 
plinary faculty or to institute specific courses that focused on 
communication skills. There simply were not enough “extra” 
course credits available, they told us, to support our proposals. 
Finally, we found ourselves faced with a small but rather vocal 
minority of faculty who expressed disbelief that undergraduates 
needed additional work on communication. To these faculty, our 
efforts were at best misguided and at worst a capricious waste of 
their time. 

It seemed clear that a strictly faculty-centered WAC program 
would not work on our campus: reaching our goals of providing 
direct support for student writers and creating a campuswide 
writing community would require a different approach. Over time, 
our cumulative efforts coalesced into what I have termed an in- 
tegrated approach” to WAC (Palmquist et al., “Audience ; see 
Figure 16.2). Our approach is characterized by the following: 
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General 

Faculty 



Training (Seminars, Consultation) 
Writing Center Support 
Instructional Software 
Network Support 

WAG Faculty &c Writing Center 

Writing Center Support 
Instructional Software 

Network Support 
WAC Seminars for Students 




Teaching 



Students 



Figure 16.2. An integrated approach to WAC program design. 



♦ continued focus on faculty training and outreach 

♦ additional focus on direct support for students 

♦ use of network technology to support access to tutors, teachers, 
and classmates 

♦ use of the World Wide Web to provide resource materials for 
writers and instructors 

♦ use of the campus writing center as the visible focus for writing 
on our campus 



As we worked to implement our integrated approach, we 
found ourselves consulting a range of work, not all of which 
might initially be seen as compatible. We found ourselves explor- 
ing scholarship that views faculty, to use Richard Young’s phras- 
ing, as “agents of change” within the institution. At the same 
time, we discussed Tori Haring-Smith’s “bottom-up” approach 
to WAC, which views students as the primary audience for WAC 
efforts. 

We also found ourselves persuaded by arguments that the 
campus writing center— even though it evolved to help students 
less prepared for college writing — can play an important role in 
WAC instruction (Griffin; Harris, “Writing”; Holladay; Russell). 
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We found David Russell’s observation that the campus writing 
center could play a central role in a WAC program particularly 
compelling. Noting that this approach is a “less common model,” 
he observes that it provides “another means of getting around 
the problem of recruiting faculty whose time and interests may 
not allow them to restructure their courses to include more writ- 
ing” (289). Finally, we found ourselves turning to the campus 
computer network in general — and the World Wide Web in par- 
ticular — as a vehicle for reaching out to both students and fac- 
ulty. 

Technological Support for 
Writing Across the Curriculum 



We may be more successful if we shift emphasis away from 
formal programs to specific things faculty are more likely to 
accept, like student dialogues via electronic bulletin boards that 
supplement class work. 

Richard Young, Interview 



WAC Scholars Consider Technology 

The development of computer support for writing across the cur- 
riculum has in some ways paralleled and in other ways lagged 
behind the adoption of computer support for composition in- 
struction. WAC scholars, like their colleagues in computers and 
writing, were initially drawn to the potential of using computers 
to reduce the tedious work of instructing students in grammar 
and mechanics. In 1984, Muriel Harris and Madelon Cheek, 
extending the earlier work of Kate Kiefer and Charles Smith on 
the collegiate version of Writer’s Workbench, carried out a project 
in which they analyzed and subsequently returned papers sent to 
their writing lab by engineering students. Harris and Cheek ob- 
served that the program, which analyzed several aspects of style 
and mechanics, “allowed us to add into an already overloaded 
teaching schedule some writing assistance that we could not have 
offered otherwise” (5). Commenting on the use of the program 
to support writing across the curriculum, they noted; 
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[0]ur use of WRITER’S WORKBENCH generated interest 
among engineering faculty and encouraged them to consider 
its potential as a writing tool. This can lead to a stronger inter- 
est in writing instruction within their classrooms, drawing them 
into the writing-across-the-curriculum movement via the com- 
puter. (5) 

Other WAC scholars also recognized the potential usefulness 
of computers as a way to draw faculty into a WAC program. In 
1988, writing about computers as a way to extend the WAC 
movement, Gordon and Mansfield recalled, “At a workshop at 
Drew University in the summer of 1985, Elaine Maimon expressed 
the hope that the computer would give the writing-across-the- 
curriculum movement a ‘shot in the arm’” (9). Arguing that us- 
ing computers to carry out disciplinary activities is a form of 
disciplinary thinking comparable to writing in the discipline, 
Nicholas Gordon and Susan Mansfield concluded that “it makes 
sense to expand a writing-across-the-curriculum project into a 
computers-across-the-curriculum project” (11). 

Writing across the curriculum as computer across the cur- 
riculum did not, however, gain a foothold in the imagination of 
most WAC scholars. WAC scholars did not begin exploring in 
earnest the uses of technology to support WAC until the early 
1990s. Even then, as Barbara Walvoord notes in 1996, it would 
still remain far from the mainstream of the WAC movement. In a 
call for serious consideration of technology in WAC, she wrote: 

But WAC can no longer just introduce the idea of handwritten 
journals; it must deal with network bulletin boards, distance 
learning, and multimedia presentations by both students and 
teachers, as lines blur between writing and other forms of com- 
munication and between classrooms and other learning spaces. 
(“Future” 72) 

Writing Centers and Computers 

While WAC scholars have been relatively cautious in their adop- 
tion of technological support, their colleagues working in writ- 
ing centers took note of the potential of computers and computer 
networks to support their work early in the 1980s. These inter- 
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ests would eventually lead to the development of online writing 
labs and online writing centers, which have the potential to sig- 
nificantly change the way WAC is implemented and supported, 
on a number of campuses. 

Mason expressed a sentiment common to many who saw 
computers as a means of reducing the tedium of writing instruc- 
tion. In the Writing Lab Newsletter in 1982, he argued, “If one 
has the financial and human resources, one should install a bat- 
tery of microcomputer stations for CAI [computer-assisted in- 
struction] in the writing lab” (3). Within the year, additional 
articles appeared in the newsletter discussing CAI and in some 
cases advocating its use as a replacement for face-to-face tutor- 
ing (Southwell). 

As computers became more common in writing centers, ad- 
ditional uses were found for them. In 1984, Joan Garcia Kotker 
discussed the benefits of using computers during tutoring ses- 
sions with developmental students, while L. H. Holmes argued 
one year later that bringing computers into the writing center 
would help reduce its association with remediation. 

Between 1986 and 1989, mirroring a comparable shift in the 
computers and writing community (Hawisher; Stracke; Sullivan; 
Weiss), articles began appearing that explored the uses of word 
processing in the writing center (Crisp; Marshall; Scharton). Also 
at this time, while the uses of network computing were begin- 
ning to be explored in the composition classroom, WAC and 
writing center scholars began the process that would lead to online 
writing centers and online writing labs (Kinkead, “Computer 
Conversations,” “Electronic Writing Tutor”). 

Writing Centers and WAC Programs Move Online 

In 1996, Jane Lasarenko noted that she had found “93 self-styled 
OWLs,” or Online Writing Labs. These OWLs fulfill a variety of 
purposes, ranging from those that serve as little more than online 
advertisements for campus writing centers, to those that offer 
online aids such as handouts and links to other online resources, 
to “Full-Fledged” OWLs, which “offer a complete set of online 
services, including online manuscript submission and feedback.” 
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The development of OWLs is relatively recent, occurring pri- 
marily since 1995, v^ith additional OWLs coming online on a 
regular basis. The movement toward online writing labs and 
online writing centers, however, has a comparatively long his- 
tory. Early work on the concept dates at least to 1987, when 
Richard Young and Christine Neuwirth proposed to the Buhl 
Foundation a project that would establish an online writing cen- 
ter to support writing in the disciplines at Carnegie Mellon Uni- 
versity. Their proposal, which was expanded significantly and 
resubmitted in 1988, called for: 

♦ creation of a new first-year writing-in-the-disciplines course that 
would provide training in “argument for either general and spe- 
cialized audiences,” exposure to “rhetorical forms and methods 
necessary for effective participation in the upper-level disciplin- 
ary courses,” and “use of the computer network support sys- 
tem” (10) 

♦ faculty training workshops in writing instruction and use of the 
computer support system 

♦ creation of a network program that would connect students seek- 
ing help with any other student or faculty member who was 
currently working on the computer network 

♦ access to online consultants (either trained faculty or graduate 
students) who could provide delayed feedback in situations in 
which immediate feedback was unavailable or did not sufficiently 
answer the initial request for help 

♦ access to software that would support writing instruction 

Young and Neuwirth ’s vision of a network-supported writ- 
ing-across-the-curriculum program, although not funded by the 
Buhl Foundation, laid out the principles that would later inform 
the development of many online writing labs and online writing 
centers. In their proposal, they called attention to functional simi- 
larities between their network support system and traditional 
writing centers, as well as to the potential of the system to help 
create intellectual communities: 

These are, of course, the traditional and important functions 

of conventional Writing Centers found at almost every college 
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and university in the country, though in conventional Centers 
they are carried out between students and consultant face to 
face. However, because of the computer network, the Support 
System can perform other functions that cannot be performed 
by conventional Writing Centers. The most unconventional of 
these and perhaps in the long run the most important for both 
the university and the student is the creation of an environ- 
ment in which collaborative learning can take place spontane- 
ously and freely. The network makes possible the creation of 
University-wide intellectual communities of students and fac- 
ulty, admission to which requires only a willingness to partici- 
pate seriously in any of the on-going, campus-wide dialogues 
conducted over the network. (11) 

When Young and Neuwirth submitted their proposals to the 
Buhl Foundation, they were at one of the few institutions to pos- 
sess a computing infrastructure capable of supporting such an 
endeavor. The experimental Andrew computing system provided 
access for faculty and students from public labs, offices, homes, 
and dorm rooms to sophisticated network communication tools 
and to a now widely adopted file system. In addition, between 
the mid-1980s and early 1990s, Neuwirth and her colleagues 
created several software tools that could be used to support writ- 
ing processes and interaction about writing: 

♦ CECE-Talk, a chat utility that allowed students to collaborate in 
real time and record a transcript of the discussion (Neuwirth, 
Palmquist, and Gillespie; Neuwirth, Gillespie, and Palmquist) 

♦ Comments, which allowed students to exchange drafts of pa- 
pers with classmates and teachers via the network (Neuwirth et 
ah. Comments) 

♦ Notes, a hypertext program that supported working from sources 
(Neuwirth et al., “Notes”) 

♦ PREP Editor, which supported commenting in a variety of forms 
and is the core technology employed in Houghton-Mifflin’s 
CommonSpace software (Neuwirth et al., “Issues”) 



The Buhl Foundation’s decision against funding the project 
may have delayed the broader movement toward online writing 
labs and online writing centers, but elsewhere other scholars were 
also exploring the potential uses of computer networks to sup- 
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port writing instruction. Another early project was Dawn 
Rodrigues and Kate Kiefer’s Electronic Writing Service at Colo- 
rado State University (Rodrigues, Kiefer, and McPherson; 
Rodrigues and Kiefer). Begun in 1989, the project was envisioned 
as a virtual lab that could be used “as the hub for Writing- Across- 
the-Curriculum activities” (Rodrigues, Kiefer, and McPherson 3). 

The Electronic Writing Service (EWS) provided students, fac- 
ulty, and staff at the university access to “a variety of computer- 
assisted writing aids that have been developed or customized by 
English Department faculty and graduate students, including style 
analysis programs, prewriting templates, and revision guides” 
(Rodrigues, Kiefer, and McPherson 3). Writers accessed EWS via 
electronic mail. Requests for specific documents were listed in 
the subject line of the message, while requests for style analysis 
of various kinds were accomplished by inserting the text of the 
document into the body of the message. The long-term goal of 
the project was to “expand the EWS by collaborating with other 
faculty to develop writing aids for courses in all content areas 
across the curriculum” (3). This goal reflected Kiefer’s 1991 vi- 
sion of the writing classroom of the future, in which the network 
played a central role in a writing-across-the-curriculum program. 

Despite its potential, EWS would enjoy only limited success. 
Providing network access to Writer’s Workbench (which con- 
ducted the style analyses for EWS) raised issues about sound use of 
style analysis programs, noted Kate Kiefer in a 1997 interview: 

Some faculty outside the department wanted to use Writer’s 
Workbench in ways that were inconsistent with our goals as a 
composition program. And Writer’s Workbench is easy to mis- 
use. Unless you have a sensitivity to language or an understand- 
ing of what the program can and can’t do, you can easily find 
yourself focusing exclusively on surface issues. 

In addition to concerns about how EWS was being used, techni- 
cal difficulties plagued the project, and it was discontinued in 
1991. 

In 1991, Purdue University’s OWL went online in the form 
of a similar e-mail request system (Harris, “Hatching”). Unlike 
the Electronic Writing Service at Colorado State University, how- 
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ever, Purdue’s OWL was linked directly to the campus writing 
center. “E-mail was another way to reach students when we were 
physically closed,” said Muriel Harris, who initiated the project 
with Dave Taylor (personal interview). Students accessing the 
Purdue OWL could obtain handouts on various writing issues 
and interact directly with writing center tutors. Purdue’s OWL 
would shift from a strictly e-mail-based service to a gopher-based 
system in 1993. In 1994, Purdue’s OWL moved to the World 
Wide Web (http://owl.english.purdue.edu). 

Unlike the earlier efforts at Carnegie Mellon and Colorado 
State University that were designed to provide support for WAC, 
Purdue’s OWL focused primarily on extending the writing cen- 
ter. This focus on the writing center would subsequently mark 
the majority of efforts to establish online writing labs and online 
writing centers. 

By 1995 a number of writing centers had established an online 
presence. In addition, Dakota State University’s OWL, one of the 
first in the country, was established because the campus lacked a 
writing center (Ericsson). A special issue of Computers and Com- 
position on “Writing Centers Online,” edited by Christine Hult 
and Joyce Kinkead, came out in 1995. In it several scholars ad- 
dressed issues related to providing network support for campus 
writing centers (Harris and Pemberton; Healy; Nelson and 
Wambeam), online tutoring (Coogan; Jordan-Henley and Maid), 
and online support for training tutors (Chappell; Johanek and 
Rickly; Strenski et al.). In the following issue of Computers and 
Composition, a set of related articles, written by scholars affili- 
ated with Michigan Technological University’s writing center, 
critiqued the connection between writing centers and computers, 
calling attention to the need to foreground the human within an 
increasingly technological space (George; Grimm; C. Selfe; D. 
Selfe). 

By 1996 the number and variety of OWLs had grown im- 
mensely. Writing as part of the Coverweb in the Spring 1996 
issue of Kairos, J. Paul Johnson observed, “The long list of ‘online 
writing labs,’ or OWLs, compiled by the University of Maine’s 
Writing Center Online offers testament to the range of writing 
services establishing an identity in cyberspace. Clever and memo- 
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rable as it is, the acronym OWL can hardly begin to describe the 
work accomplished in this variety of sites.” That work includes: 

♦ a gopher or Web site that promotes a “real” writing center (e.g., 
with photos, hours, location, maps, philosophy statements) 

♦ access to electronic handouts, handbooks, or other local refer- 
ence material 

♦ access to electronic texts from global net sites 

♦ access to Internet or other network searches 

♦ links to homepages of the local writing community 

♦ a local publishing environment for student writers of electronic 
texts 

♦ connectivity to local forums or global listservs on writing or writ- 
ing topics 

♦ links to MOOs and MUSHes for writers 

♦ one-to-one tutorials by means of computer-mediated communi- 
cation (e.g., private chat rooms, form-based e-mail paper sub- 
missions) 

♦ a pointed philosophical mission of redefining traditional notions 
of academic literacy 

Although the movement to put writing centers online had 
strong roots in the WAC movement, it was clear by the mid 1990s 
that comparatively little work was being done to provide net- 
work support for writing across the curriculum. The visions of 
network-supported WAC programs put forth by Young and 
Neuwirth at Carnegie Mellon and Rodrigues and Kiefer at Colo- 
rado State University had not yet become reality. After they pulled 
the plug on the Electronic Writing Service, however, Rodrigues 
and Kiefer joined with other colleagues and tried a new approach. 



WAC Online: The Online Writing 
Center at Colorado State University 



So much of what’s written in WAC seems to be on program 
design. We need narratives of what’s happening. 

Richard Young, Interview 
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As a graduate student at Carnegie Mellon University in the late 
1980s, I worked closely on several research projects with Rich- 
ard Young, Christine Neuwirth, and David Kaufer. The majority 
of these projects focused on the impact of technology on writing 
and writing instruction. As a result, I was familiar with their 
thinking about the role computers could play in WAC. When I 
joined the faculty at Colorado State University in 1990, 1 shared 
those ideas with my new colleagues, who had been working to- 
ward the same goals. 

The Online Writing Center at Colorado State University is in 
many ways a product of the work conducted in the late 1980s at 
the two universities. Although we could not have predicted the 
particular form it has taken (the World Wide Web, among other 
things, was still years away), it is informed by many of the same 
goals. 

In 1991, following the demise of the Electronic Writing Ser- 
vice, Don Zimmerman and I began collaborating with Kate Kiefer 
and Dawn Rodrigues on a successor to the program. We envi- 
sioned a project that would provide closer links to the writing 
center, direct support for students as well as faculty, and resource 
materials that writers could consult as needed. In 1992, after 
several attempts to obtain funding, we received support from the 
Colorado Commission on Higher Education (Palmquist, 
Zimmerman, and Kiefer). 

Our funding supported the study of computer support for 
writing instruction and the development and assessment of a net- 
work-supported, writing-across-the-curriculum program.^ We 
spent the first year conducting baseline assessments of writing 
needs and attitudes on our campus and in the engineering profes- 
sions (the target audience for our initial WAC efforts; for reports 
of these studies, see Thomas; Vest et al.; Zimmerman and 
Palmquist; Zimmerman et al.). In the second year, we began de- 
veloping and assessing alternative designs for the Online Writing 
Center, using Asymetrix Multimedia ToolBook as a development 
platform. In the third year, we concentrated our efforts on devel- 
oping content for the Online Writing Center. In the fourth year, 
we shifted our development efforts to the World Wide Web and 
began direct support of writing in courses in electrical, civil, and 
mechanical engineering. In the final year of external funding, we 



O 

ERIC 

hiaifiiifftaiTi-Taaa 



- 387 - . A 1^ 

^:lZ 



MIKE PALMQUIST 



expanded our support for courses to other departments across 
the university. 

The Online Writing Center (http://www.colostate.edu/Depts/ 
WritingCenter) emerged by 1997 on our campus as a highly vis- 
ible means of supporting writing across the curriculum (see Fig- 
ure 16.3). We are enjoying success in attracting participation not 
only from faculty who have responded to our previous WAC 
efforts (seminars, outreach), but also from some who had re- 
sisted those efforts. The central strategy we have used in enlisting 
support for the Online Writing Center is to position it as an ex- 
tension of the classroom and a service to teachers and students. 
Perhaps the most important technique contributing to this strat- 
egy is the online assignment, a variation of the syllaweb concept 
(the practice of putting course syllabi and other materials on the 
World Wide Web). 

The online assignment, as we have implemented it, attempts 
to replicate (in an abbreviated form) the product and process of 
giving a writing assignment. In a classroom, an instructor typi- 
cally hands out the assignment, discusses its key points, and an- 
swers student questions about the assignment. Occasionally, the 
instructor will also provide example texts and point students to 
additional resources that might be of use in completing the as- 
signment. On the Online Writing Center, we provide the equiva- 
lent of the assignment sheet, add commentary from the instructor 
on key points of the assignment, in some cases provide anno- 
tated example texts, and provide links to resources that students 
can use to complete the assignment (see Figures 16.4 and 16.5). 

In addition to online assignments and annotated example 
texts, we also provide a wide range of materials that support 
composition instruction, technical communication instruction, 
and writing in the disciplines. These reference materials, imple- 
mented as hierarchically structured hypertexts with cross-links, 
function as online textbooks (see Figure 16.6). In some cases, 
such as our reference unit on argumentation, written by Donna 
LeCourt, they exceed five hundred screens in size. Most of the 
reference materials provide direct support for students, but sev- 
eral, including an extensive unit on writing across the curriculum 
written by Kate Kiefer, provide support for faculty. As this essay 





- 388 - 



Notes on the Evolution of Network Support for WAC 






I Let (hi0://*ww.coto«tale. edu/Dept»A*/tiU^^ httrt 



pie £dlt yiew £o Communicator Help 



0 <P^Wh-/;Rt’s*ed ^ 



.;'a 

C 






! iie Writers v->« 

at Co'arado State University 

0 Rc-Qiirces for Writers 8t Teachers 
Ccuiiie Pages & Assignments 
/ > \* 0 Qua^ions about Ycair Writing? 

1 ' 0 Send Your Draft to a Consultant 

0 Campus Location, Hours 8» 
Services 

r.' ■; "i. ♦. t . . •. . . L'. i: r 



’ ?”^\J5SS£ESitt L«liaodl6rf< 

. /-/LpicT’ ■ 



Dccimr.l Dcria 



Figure 16.3. Colorado State University's Online Writing Center homepage. 



is being written, fifty-two reference units are available on the 
Online Writing Center, with several in preparation. Reference 
materials address a range of issues, including writing processes, 
working with sources, speeches and presentations, types of docu- 
ments, and critical reading. 

In addition to reference materials, the Online Writing Center 
also offers access to interactive tutorials. The tutorials are de- 
signed to help students generate text that can be used at various 
points in their composing processes. Invention tutorials, for in- 
stance, ask students to answer questions or explore issues related 
to their assignments. Revision tutorials ask them to analyze criti- 
cally such issues as how they have addressed their audience or 
supported their claims. Tutorials are designed to be relatively brief, 
but writers can return to a tutorial and start working on it at the 
point they left it. When they have completed the tutorial, writers 
can save or print their text, or paste it into a word processor. 
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a 'client.' As a group, you'll collect and integrate 
information about your topic. You'll write this project as a 
technical report and present your findings to the class. 
Choose any of the following for fiather descr^tions about 
this assignment: 



The purpose of this project is to show you how engineers 
compile and present their woric The Project Report, a 
design project, requires you to research a topic and 
describe your conclusions. This is an opportunity for you 
to conununicate what you've discovered about your topic. 
Why have you chosen your topic? What assun^tions did 
you have? Have they changed? Why? The Project Report 
asks you to justify the rationale you use to make decisions 
about your topic. You need to show the process you 
etqjerienced while exploring your topic. 
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Figure 16.4. An online writing-in-th e-disciplines assignment. 
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Analyzing an Audience 

Analyzing your audience is essential. You need to 
investigate exacts v/ho will read wdiat you are going to 
write. For example, you might investigate who reads the 
journal articles or trade magazines in your field of study. 
Check out some of fiiose magazines or journals and 
browse through several issues. In addition, youmi^t 
interview people wriio will be your readers. 

Remember: Analyze your audience BEFORE you start 
writing, so you'll know what format, style, vocabulary, or 
level or information is expected. 
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Figure 16.6. A reference unit on audience. 



Two communication services offered through the Online 
Writing Center have proven popular with students and faculty. 
The “Send a Paper” program, a forms-based electronic mail pro- 
gram, allows students to send text-based copies of their papers 
to a teacher or writing center tutor. Class “Web Forums,” lo- 
cated on the class pages we have set up on the Online Writing 
Center, allow students to engage in threaded discussions of issues 
related (or sometimes unrelated) to class. We are currently inves- 
tigating additional communication services, including chat rooms 
and the potential of VRML-based MOOs (more simply, interac- 
tive chat rooms presented using virtual reality). 

A final set of materials available through the Online Writing 
Center is external links. We have provided links to our university 
library, to library databases, and to various library services on 
and off campus. We have also provided an extensive set of links 
to Web-based materials for writers and teachers. These include 
links to other online writing centers and to WAC sites. 

As we have worked on the Online Writing Center, we have 
found our greatest success working with individual faculty and 
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students (Palmquist, Kiefer, and Zimmerman). A faculty mem- 
ber who experiences success with the Online Writing Center has 
proven to be our best way of enlisting additional faculty in that 
department. We have also found success through making presen- 
tations to faculty groups and administrators. After a recent pre- 
sentation to our university’s leadership forum, for instance, I was 
approached by several faculty who expressed interest in putting 
their writing assignments online. 

More important in terms of the long-term success of the pro- 
gram, presentations to faculty and administrators have helped us 
secure long-term funding for the program. Following a series of 
presentations in the winter and spring of 1996 , our university 
administration approved a new tenure-track faculty line to di- 
rect our writing center and head up WAC efforts on campus. In 
the following year, we sought approval (and received strong indi- 
cations that we would be successful) for base funding for our 
writer/programmer and a graduate teaching assistant to support 
further development of the Online Writing Center. One of the 
keys to our success in attracting institutional funding for our pro- 
gram has been the strong support of our department chair, our 
dean, and our associate deans. Keeping them informed of our 
efforts has been a high priority throughout the project, and we 
are now seeing the benefits associated with that decision. 

Similarly, our interactions with individual students have 
proven to be the foundation for positioning the Online Writing 
Center as the focus of a campuswide community of writers. Stu- 
dents who have had good experiences after submitting a paper 
by means of electronic mail or who have found our reference 
units or tutorials helpful have begun to spread the word about 
the Online Writing Center. A sizable number of first- and sec- 
ond-year students have learned about the Online Writing Center 
through its use in our composition program. And a growing num- 
ber are being exposed to it through disciplinary courses. Our 
interactions with students in our courses, in the campus writing 
center, and online suggest that a growing number of students are 
becoming aware of — and are starting to use on a regular basis — 
the resources available through the Online Writing Center. 
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The Future of Network Support for 
Writing Across the Curriculum 

What is going to keep this movement from going the way of 
other movements that Russell has chronicled over the past cen- 
tury? 

Richard Young, Interview 

As we have worked to develop the Online Writing Center — and, 
more to the point, to develop a working writing-across-the-cur- 
riculum program on our campus — we have constantly found 
ourselves faced with questions about where to go next. The deci- 
sion to focus on students has been extremely important in the 
long-term development of our program, for instance, as has the 
decision to shift the project to the World Wide Web. Focusing on 
students has meant that we have had to confront directly the 
issue of large numbers of papers coming across the network to 
tutors in our writing center. Our tutors initially resisted the idea 
of commenting by means of e-mail. They argued that they could 
do a better job face to face. We agreed with them, but pointed 
out that many of the students sending the papers would not come 
to the writing center in the first place; reaching out to them elec- 
tronically would both help them with their writing and poten- 
tially provide them with the incentive to come in for face-to-face 
discussions. 

We also found ourselves facing the question of what to do 
when a faculty member teaching a class of eighty students wanted 
to require all of his students to send their biweekly writing as- 
signments to our tutors. We have resolved that issue for now, 
largely by pointing out that we did not have the tutoring resources 
to support mass submissions of papers for review, but we know 
we will face it again, and we are working to secure funding for 
additional tutors, either from central administration sources or 
from the departments who make heavy use of the tutoring ser- 
vices offered by the writing center. 

One of the logical extensions of our goal to directly support 
students is to provide WAC seminars for students. In 1997 we 
began those seminars, offering them through the campus writing 
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center. Graduate student interns, taking a tutoring course for credit 
under the direction of our writing center director, Laura Tho- 
mas, have been involved in developing the workshops, as have 
our regular tutors. The materials they have developed for the 
seminars are being used as the basis for expanding existing or 
writing new reference materials for the Online Writing Center. 

Additional projects we are exploring involve the use of data- 
base programs to make it easier for faculty to update assign- 
ments on the Online Writing Center — something that must now 
be done manually by our writer/programmer, Luann Barnes. Our 
university is in the midst of evaluating products that might be 
used to accomplish this task. Our hope is that the product se- 
lected by the university committee conducting the evaluation will 
be compatible with our current design. We are also interested in 
evaluating the use of work-group software that will allow us to 
more easily exchange and comment on student writing, and sched- 
uling software that will allow students to more easily set up face- 
to-face meetings with tutors. 

One of the most intriguing projects we are currently pursu- 
ing is the WAC Clearinghouse (http://aw.Colostate.edu/resource- 
list.htm), a Web site that is being developed with the involvement 
of several scholars from around the country, among them Chris- 
tine Hult, Bill Condon, Gail Hawisher, Martin Rosenberg, Kate 
Kiefer, Linn Bekins, Paul Prior, and Sharon Quiroz. Like other 
WAC sites on the Web, such as WAC Page, maintained by Larry 
Beason at Eastern Washington University (http://ewu66649.ewu. 
edu/WAC.html), and the Computer-Supported Communication 
Across the Curriculum site maintained by Donna Reiss (http:// 

www.tc.cc.va.us/tcresourc/faculty/tcreisd/dreiss/ecacsite.htm), the 

WAC Clearinghouse provides information about WAC issues and 
concerns. It also provides a discussion forum for a range of WAC 
issues, a place to share scholarship on WAC, and resources on 
teaching and program design. 

As increasing numbers of WAC scholars begin to explore 
network support for WAC, we are seeing additional innovations 
in program design and implementation. Some of these are dis- 
cussed in publications that focus on electronic support for writ- 
ing across the curriculum, such as the edited collection Electronic 
Communication Across the Curriculum (Reiss, Selfe, and Young), 




419 



- 394 - 



Notes on the Evolution of Network Support for WAC 

while others appear as essays in journals (Walvoord, “Future”) 
and new collections addressing mainstream WAC issues (e.g., an 
essay by Reiss and Young in a collection by McLeod and Miraglia 
on the future of WAC, under consideration for publication). Other 
reports of innovations in network support for WAC have been or 
will be discussed in workshops and presentations at recent and 
upcoming national WAC conferences. 

The Online Writing Center represents an approach to WAC 
that seems to have strong potential for long-term success. Ex- 
ploring ways to make it easier for faculty to use writing in their 
courses appears as though it would work in situations in which 
faculty are at least willing to consider using writing. As we have 
found, however, each campus faces its own set of challenges. On 
our campus, many of the more common approaches to WAC did 
not enjoy the success they did elsewhere. As a result, I have no 
illusions that our approach will necessarily translate well to other 
institutions. But I am confident that the principle of identifying 
specific behaviors we want to change is more likely to bring about 
long-term success than focusing on creating a general program. I 
am also confident that the benefits of network communication 
will play an increasingly important role in the design of existing 
and new WAC programs. If so, we will have made clear progress 
toward looking at WAC in new ways. 



Notes 

1. I would like to thank my colleagues for their support, goodwill, and 
insights as we have worked together on this project: Kate Kiefer, Don 
Zimmerman, Dawn Rodrigues, David Vest, Luann Barnes, Michel 
Muraski, Steve Reid, Donna LeCourt, Tom Siller, Laura Thomas, Lauren 
Myracle, Laurel Nesbitt, Stephanie Wardrop, Brenda Edmands, and 
Kathy Zellers. I am grateful for comments on drafts of this essay from 
Kate Kiefer, Donna LeCourt, and Donna Reiss. And I am particularly 
indebted to Richard Young for his thoughtful responses to this essay, 
for his insights into the process of creating and maintaining successful 
WAC activities, and for his friendship. 

2. The Writing-to-Learn Project began at Colorado State University in 
1984 when Kate Kiefer, Steve Reid, Jean Wyrick, and Bill McBride be- 
gan meeting with high school language arts teachers. Later that year. 
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they expanded their efforts to teachers from other disciplines. The project 
continued through the 1980s and ultimately involved elementary through 
high school teachers from seven school districts across Colorado. 

3. The Transitions study followed four teachers and 187 students in 
eight classrooms. Each teacher taught the same course in a traditional 
and a computer-supported writing classroom. We interviewed students 
and teachers, collected student drafts, collected teaching materials and 
logs, observed the classrooms, collected network communications, and 
surveyed students. A complete report of the study is found in Palmquist, 
Kiefer, Hartvigsen, and Godlew’s Transitions: Teaching Writing in Com- 
puter-Supported and Traditional Classrooms. 
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Pedagogical Invention and 
Rhetorical Action in 
Writing Across the Curriculum 

Jo- Ann M. Sipple 
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William L. Sipple 
Bay Path College 

J. Stanton Carson 
Robert Morris College 



G reat scholars are often appreciated more for individual and 
sometimes seemingly unrelated contributions than for the 
totality of their work and the comprehensive changes their gifts 
make possible. This essay argues that no area offers a clearer lens 
for viewing the comprehensive nature of and change made pos- 
sible by Richard E. Young’s work^ than writing across the cur- 
riculum (WAC), and that no specific case brings that lens more 
into focus than writing across the business disciplines (WARD) 
at Robert Morris College. In this one instantiation of his praxis, 
Young was able to bring together for an entire academic commu- 
nity a system he created out of the following of his lifelong pro- 
fessional and scholarly concerns: classical rhetoric and its 
adaptation for modern uses, especially as related to his seminal 
work in tagmemic/problem-solving rhetoric (Gorrell, “Teaching 
of Rhetoric,” in the Encyclopedia of Education and particularly 
Young, Becker, and Pike, Rhetoric: Discovery and Change); the 
use of nineteenth- and twentieth-century psychological and edu- 
cational research in modern contexts, especially the function of 
epistemic rhetoric; and the importance of systematic and struc- 
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tural approaches, including effective invention and other heuris- 
tics, and the connection of sound pedagogical practices — nota- 
bly collaborative classroom strategies and evaluation designs — to 
earlier theoretical and practical concerns. 

Over the last twenty-five years, writing across the curricu- 
lum has grown into one of the largest educational reform move- 
ments in the United States. A number of surveys, including Carol 
Hartzog’s, Susan McLeod’s, and data from five RMC/PBS 
videoconferences (W. Sipple, “Robert Morris”), have indicated 
the movement’s growing strength. As Elaine Maimon, Barbara 
Walvoord, and others have pointed out, WAC’s impact has gone 
beyond literacy, learning, and writing in the disciplines to long- 
term positive change in faculty lives and practice (Walvoord 63). 
Yet the future of WAC remains clouded. In a recent article on the 
subject, Barbara Walvoord notes that a number of “assessments, 
predictions, and proposals for the future of WAC are character- 
ized by a pervasive sense of uncertainty” (Walvoord 58). In the 
face of this uncertainty, ensuring the future of the movement has 
become a formidable task. It remains as true today as when James 
Kinneavy said it in 1983: WAC is both one of our best hopes for 
improved literacy and learning and a movement on which the 
jury is still out. 

Few areas have offered more opportunity to explore the vari- 
ous theories and applications of Richard Young’s work than writ- 
ing across the curriculum. No institution has been more of a 
laboratory for those theories and practices than Robert Morris 
College. Young himself has pointed out that the WAC movement 
in the United States became a comfortable home for ideas he had 
had for a number of years. In a 1991 interview, Carson traces 
Young’s attraction to WAC “as a natural outgrowth of [Young’s] 
continuing interest in rhetorical theory, invention, and the peda- 
gogy of writing, professional concerns that appeared in his per- 
sonal journals as far back as graduate school” (“Writing” 69). 
The matching of these interests is perhaps nowhere more evident 
than in WAC’s and Young’s parallel concern over the functions 
of writing. In his famous bibliographic essay “Recent Develop- 
ments in Rhetorical Invention,” Young argues that rhetoric has 
been, in some sense, epistemic from its beginnings, in that it has 
always been concerned with “issues of coming to know and how 
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others can be brought to know” (7). He maintains, however, that 
from the eighteenth century until recently, the focus on rhetoric 
shifted to its communicative function at the expense of its 
epistemic function. In the 1960s, the disciplinary paradigm re- 
turned to the ancient recognition of the connection between lan- 
guage and learning, articulated more recently in the popular press 
by William Zinsser: “Good writing and clear thinking go hand 
in hand” (58). Modern rhetorical studies continue to repudiate 
what Young has labeled “current-traditional” rhetoric in favor 
of a view that recognizes the dominance of the ancient art of 
invention (Young, “Recent Developments 2). Young also be- 
lieves that this rhetorical process must be adapted in the form of 
rhetorical action to various disciplines and situations; hence the 
need for pedagogical invention. Writers can develop and apply 
defined sets of heuristics (strategies) to arrive at more precise 
thinking about the subject matter of their disciplines. So strongly 
situational is writing. Young suggests, “[t]hat it makes sense to 
speak of the ethnolects of various disciplinary communities” (“Re- 
cent Developments” 11). 

These assumptions. Young’s paradigm for a new rhetoric ar- 
ticulated in 1970, foreshadow those of WAC seminal researchers 
James Britton et al. and Janet Emig, and the connection has been 
noted by Young himself: “[WAC] depends heavily on work in 
modern invention” (“Recent Developments 10—11). This em- 
phasis on invention in WAC programs is praxis for Young. Good 
invention theory is carried out in Young’s vision of effective plan- 
ning for WAC programs. 

Just as a well-crafted paragraph or longer piece of prose be- 
gins with rhetorical invention — i.e., articulated planning so 
writing-across-the-curriculum programs that have been built to 
last rely on a well-articulated planning process that integrates 
fully both pedagogical and rhetorical invention as well as peda- 
gogical and rhetorical action. This praxis is the basis of Young s 
ability to have placed so many important invention strategies at 
the heart of the numerous writing-across-the-curriculum programs 
he fostered, evaluated, directed, or advised across the country. 

One of the major premises of the WAC program at Robert 
Morris College (RMC), where Young advised extensively, is de- 
rived precisely from his concept of “writing in the disciplines, a 
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cornerstone of successful WAC programs. That premise is that 
writers can develop and apply defined sets of heuristics or writ- 
ing strategies to help them think more effectively about the sub- 
ject matter of their disciplines. In the college’s writing-across- 
the-curriculum program, Young was able to facilitate faculty ex- 
pertise across the disciplines by leading them to discover or in- 
vent appropriate pedagogies that would host the rhetorical 
practices necessary to think more comprehensively and precisely 
in their disciplines. The end result was that particular faculty 
reenvisioned their courses to integrate write-to-learn tasks or the 
small genres,” in Young’s words, of writing across the curricu- 
lum. In these reconfigured classes, instances of pedagogical in- 
vention design by the faculty immerse students in the repeated 
and varied writing tasks of rhetorical action to help them better 
achieve course objectives and become active learners. 

The strategic plan to accomplish these parallel ends of peda- 
gogical invention and rhetorical action, sometimes juxtaposed as 
rhetorical invention and pedagogical action, involved the faculty 
first in the following planning process strategies: 

♦ Articulating the theoretical assumptions behind the program: 
developing a paradigm 

♦ Establishing the goals or ends of the program 

♦ Designing the program and evaluation activities (means) to ar- 
rive at the desired program goals 

♦ Developing a community of collaborators through a forum for 
generating conversation about WAC on campus 

♦ Designing a research component to go hand in hand with both 
the program and the evaluation activities 

♦ Determining the organizational position of the program 

♦ Documenting the planning process (J. Sipple) 

Each of these strategies, when applied to planning WAC at 
RMC, reflects an aspect of Young’s own lifelong concern with 
issues of the epistemic nature of rhetoric (“Recent Developments” 
7). Thus the sum of strategies for planning to build WAC pro- 
grams that last equals more than the litany of axioms derived 
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from Young’s work; it indeed epitomizes Young’s Weltanschauung 
— a coming together of pedagogical invention and rhetorical ac- 
tion in the best sense. 



Establishing Program Goals 

With Richard E. Young as main consultant and collaborator, the 
primary goal at RMC in 1985 was to establish a program in 
which faculty from all disciplines engaged their students in nu- 
merous and various opportunities to use writing as a means of 
helping them better achieve course objectives. Robert Morris 
College’s curriculum, while becoming increasingly diversified, still 
maintains business and related professional education as its core. 
Our corollary purposes, related to the primary, were to help fac- 
ulty from all subject areas redesign courses around the full inte- 
gration of write-to-learn activities and to provide an environment 
for faculty collaboration in both the evaluation and research ef- 
forts to improve the program continuously. Young pointed out 
that course planning by the faculty was crucial to integrating 
write-to-learn activities because students could then practice their 
discipline-specific language, or ethnolects. In other words, the 
write-to-learn activities enabled students to think more precisely 
about the disciplines they were studying (see Appendix 17.1 for 
a sample of course-specific write-to-learn activities). Both fac- 
ulty and students, therefore, were engaged in pedagogical inven- 
tion as well as rhetorical action. 

The Paradigm for WAC at RMC 

The tenets of this paradigm stem directly from Young’s lifelong, 
professional concerns, such as sustained rhetorical invention and 
action, as well as from his work enabling the institution s faculty 
to succeed in the art of sustained pedagogical invention and ac- 
tion. Impressive as it is, his application of these principles is not 
as important as his ability to integrate them seamlessly into a 
discovered pedagogy that changed the academic life of one col- 
lege. 
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Thus the pedagogical inventions by the faculty at Robert 
Morris College are founded on the following premises derived 
mainly from Janet Emig, Elaine Maimon, and Richard Young, 
respectively: (1) writing is a mode of learning (Emig); (2) each 
academic discipline that shapes the writing of its practitioners is 
driven by its own specialized procedures, conventions, and ter- 
minology in an interactive process between writing and learning 
(Maimon et ah); and (3) writers can develop and apply defined 
sets of heuristics or writing strategies to help them think more 
effectively about the subject matter of their disciplines (Young, 
Becker, and Pike). At Robert Morris, these assumptions have been 
translated into pedagogical inventions and practices across ten 
academic departments (predominantly in the business disciplines); 
faculty reenvision their courses to integrate write-to-learn tasks, 
immersing students in repeated and varied writing tasks in every 
academic department that will help them better achieve course 
objectives.^ 

Designing the Program and Evaluation Activities 

While it is not too difficult to identify classroom practices that 
innovatively challenge students in write-to-learn pedagogy in most 
WAC programs, it is more difficult to implement a more often 
neglected aspect of pedagogical invention, namely evaluation. 
Thus, as faculty redesigned courses using innovative classroom 
activities, they also measured their own students’ performances 
by designing experimental evaluations for each of their classes. 
We also knew that if we wanted to change attitudes toward writ- 
ing and student-writing behaviors, we had to begin with the fac- 
ulty. Therefore, our program and evaluation activities extended 
beyond the students to the faculty and administration. They in- 
cluded the following four major activities for faculty and stu- 
dents: 

1. Faculty reenvisioned their courses, planning the full integration' 
of writing as means to helping students better achieve course 
objectives. 
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2. Students used writing-to-learn tasks more frequently and vari- 
ously in targeted courses across the disciplines to achieve more 
sophisticated thinking and learning in a discipline. 

3. Both faculty and student attitudes toward writing changed sig- 
nificantly when faculty and students engaged in courses con- 
taining fully integrated writing-to-learn principles. Students and 
faculty saw writing as more than a means for testing student 
knowledge at the end of the learning experience and were in- 
clined to use it more and variously during the learning experi- 
ence and on the way to more finished products. Writing became 
the means to the end rather than the end itself. 

4. Through a multiple-measure approach to program evaluation, 
we identified expert teacher-planning processes and correspond- 
ing student-learning processes, discipline by discipline and course 
by course. 

Based on the assumption that we can make cross-disciplin- 
ary research and practices happen, we asked faculty to target one 
of their courses in which they integrated writing-to-learn tasks as 
a means of helping students gain entry into the discourse com- 
munity (defined by Clifford Geertz, “Growth,” Local Knowl- 
edge) of the discipline they were studying. To provide ample 
context for such an ambitious task, we established the following 
environment: representative faculty from each of the academic 
departments were chosen each year to participate in forty-five 
hours of intensive seminar work for the purpose of considering 
the uses of writing to learn in a particular targeted course, culmi- 
nating in an exemplary course design. Not until the subsequent 
semester did these faculty implement their course designs, which 
integrated writing to learn with disciplinary content. Both dur- 
ing and after the implementation semester, these faculty, as well 
as the program director and outside evaluators, measured the 
results of the faculty’s planning processes and the students’ cor- 
responding learning processes, discipline by discipline and course 
by course. 

Just as individual teachers must determine the means by which 
students can best arrive at course goals, so writing program di- 
rectors must determine means by which students, faculty, and 
administrators can collaboratively arrive at the institution s pro- 
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gram goals (or ends). The effectiveness of the means-ends rela- 
tionship is best verified through a rigorous plan for evaluation. 
At both the course and program levels at Robert Morris College, 
we have designed a multiple-measure approach to evaluation as 
a necessary means of providing reliable evidence about the 
program’s effectiveness. For a number of reasons, we needed to 
show conclusively that we succeeded or failed in arriving at pro- 
gram goals.The future of the program in terms of continued fund- 
ing, continued faculty and student involvement, continued 
administrative encouragement and support, and possibilities for 
dissemination of program goals outside the institution all were 
contingent on the kinds of evaluation results that bore enough 
weight to convince many audiences of the program’s worthiness. 
At the later stage of accountability, we found that we were suc- 
cessful in persuading our respective audiences — ourselves, admin- 
istrators, other faculty, students, and various funding agencies — of 
the depth and extent of evaluation evidence. Hard data are, as 
Witte and Faigley argue, privileged in the minds of most admin- 
istrators, evaluators, and funding agencies. Wherever possible, 
our multiple-measure approach provides for both the collection 
and analysis of hard data as well as for the inclusion of other, 
“expert-opinion” kinds of evaluation (5). 

Table 17.1 demonstrates the depth of evaluation activities 
we established as sufficient means to justify the continuation of 
the program. Across the top of the horizontal axis, adapted from 
Algo Henderson’s cross-sectional chart, are the kinds of evalua- 
tion used in our multiple-measure approach. Down the left side 
of the vertical axis are the issues, or what is to be evaluated. 
Listed at the points of intersection between the vertical and hori- 
zontal axes are the evaluation instruments used. This cross-sec- 
tional chart illustrates the importance of planning both program 
and evaluation activities as necessary means to arrive at program 
goals. Evaluation activities should be determined early in the plan- 
ning process rather than separately and retrospectively in build- 
ing writing-across-the-curriculum programs. Young insisted 
throughout his nearly twenty years of collaboration with us that 
each pedagogical invention and rhetorical action in the program 
find its way into the evaluation plan. 
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Although we suspected, as is the case in most programs, that 
evaluation and program activities would change in later cycles 
(as some of ours certainly have), the plans of the present activi- 
ties serve as blueprints that can be altered or dismissed at later 
stages of implementation. For example, in the first year faculty 
met regularly in seminars with Richard Young. In subsequent 
years, however, in an effort to make the program more cost ef- 
fective, faculty met with WABD-trained mentors and colleagues 
from their respective academic departments. We anticipated hav- 
ing to adjust or alter the program and evaluation activities even 
further in later cycles of the program, but we had plans on which 
to base those decisions. 

Designing a Research Component 



Perhaps some skeptics will question the practicality of planning 
a research component in every writing-across-the-curriculum 
program. Art Young and Toby Fulwiler in their 1986 book Writ- 
ing Across the Disciplines: Research into Practice argue for such 
research, based on three issues: (1) through research, individual 
faculty members have evidence to support their professional ac- 
countability in their respective disciplines; (2) the diagnostic func- 
tion of applied research enables program administrators to verify 
what works and what does not, thereby discovering wherein lie 
the weaknesses and strengths of particular programs; (3) the per- 
suasive function of research is without equal in convincing a va- 
riety of faculty, administrative, and student audiences of the 
importance of writing across the disciplines. As Art Young would 
have it, the writing-across-the-curriculum program at Michigan 
Technological University has initiated a number of research ef- 
forts by faculty in all disciplines. Some results of this research are 
reported in Young and Fulwiler’s Writing Across the Disciplines, 
earlier research efforts appear in their 1982 Language Connec- 
tions, and still other results appear in articles by Michigan Tech 
faculty in various disciplinary journals (e.g., Watson in Math- 
ematics Teacher; Stinson in WLA Newsletter). 

At Robert Morris College, we too designed a research com- 
ponent derived from our evaluation plans. In addition to analyz- 
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ing a number of attitude surveys distributed among faculty, stu- 
dents, and administrators in an experimental design for our mul- 
tiple-measure evaluation, we have invented a form of talk-aloud 
protocols (J. Sipple) to discover planning processes that teachers 
use when they design writing assignments in their courses. 

The protocol/interview method proved to be a useful tool for 
evaluating the faculty workshops offered as part of the Writing 
Across the Business Disciplines program at Robert Morris Col- 
lege. Combining protocols with postprotocol interviews for evalu- 
ation purposes allowed program directors to determine in some 
detail how the workshops affected the teaching and attitudes of 
the participants. The method revealed that faculty who had par- 
ticipated in the WABD-training workshops differed significantly 
from nonparticipants on measures of attitude and teaching be- 
havior. Participants typically viewed writing assignments as a 
powerful means for encouraging student learning rather than as 
only a means for testing content knowledge or improving writ- 
ing skills. And they were more likely than nonparticipants to 
develop assignments that furthered the learning objectives of their 
courses and that were integrated into the course structure. 

The protocols and interviews conducted in this evaluation 
provided the program directors with valuable information about 
the views of faculty on student writing, attitudes, and needs and 
about their approaches to the design of writing assignments. Such 
information would not have been so readily available through 
other, more conventional assessment methods used in isolation, 
such as surveys, classroom observations, student evaluations, or 
close analyses of assignments and student papers — methods which 
were used to evaluate other components of the WABD program. 
The protocol/interview method complemented and clarified data 
obtained from these other sources. As a general principle of de- 
sign, those who planned the WABD evaluation project devised 
multiple, complementary methods of evaluation keyed to the dis- 
tinctive features and educational objectives of the various com- 
ponents of the program (Blakeslee, Hayes, Sipple, and Young). 

The data we accumulated through transcriptions of 
audiotaped teacher and student protocols showed that teachers 
who participated in intensive WABD writing seminars had more 
clearly defined strategies for planning the nature, function, use. 
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and variety of the student writing they assign than those who did 
not participate (Sipple and Stenberg). For example, in an experi- 
mental design conducted during the first year of implementa- 
tion, we discovered that faculty who had participated in the 
first-year seminars (experimental group) could call upon a larger 
repertoire of planning strategies for designing writing tasks (rhe- 
torical invention) than faculty who had not participated (control 
group). Note that the faculty from the experimental and control 
groups teaching identical courses were paired (see Appendix 17.2). 
The results are compiled in Table 17.2. 

At first glance, it may be surprising to find that 75 percent of 
the nonparticipants were trying to improve student writing while 
none of the participants were trying to teach writing or improve 
writing skills. On closer analysis, we find that the participants 
were trying to use writing in many ways to aid students during 
the learning process. The well-intended nonparticipants thought 
that their formal writing assignments, used to test student knowl- 
edge, would teach students how to write as well. The WAC par- 
ticipants had established clearer and more focused goals for their 
uses of writing. 

We have been able to draw some conclusions about our pro- 
gram based on these data and others like them. First, in a forma- 
tive way, the data we have been accumulating through protocols 
continue to help us monitor faculty seminars, classroom prac- 
tices, and other writing-across-the-curriculum activities. Through 
analyses of these data, we have not only been able to discover 
what works and what does not in our program, but we have also 
been able to make necessary adjustments along the way. 

Second, teacher protocol analysis permits us to make a num- 
ber of summative evaluation statements: 

1. We can judge the success of our forty-five-hour intensive faculty 
seminars. Our protocol analyst, Nancy Penrose, offered these 
summative statements about these data: 

Overall, seminar participants differed from nonparticipants 
on measures of attitude and teaching behavior. Participants 
typically view writing as a means for learning rather than 
as a testing device or an opportunity for practicing writing 
skills. Their use of writing in the classroom reflects these 
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Table 17.2. Teacher Attitudes toward Planning Writing Assignments 



Teacher Attitude toward Participants in WABD Nonparticipants 

Planned Writing Task (percent agreeing with stated attitude) 



The teacher realizes that creating an 
an assignment is a rhetorical task. 


30 


13 


The teacher is concerned that students 
see the purpose of the writing. 


30 


0 


The teacher has thought about the task 
in concrete, operational terms — has 
considered the subtasks involved. 


100 


88 


The teacher is sensitive to students’ 
abilities and acts on that information 
by modifying the writing task, providing 
extra guidance, etc. 


90 


25 


The teacher hopes that the writing 
assignment will help improve the 
students’ writing skills. 


0 


75 



attitudes. Participants are more likely than nonparticipants 
to develop assignments that further the learning objectives 
of their courses and that are integrated into the course 
structure. . . . The results of the present analyses indicate 
that the faculty seminars provide an effective means for 
communicating the fundamental principles of the writing- 
across-the-curriculum program and for changing the way 
writing is used in courses at Robert Morris. (54—55) 

2. The protocol analysis corroborates the findings from our analy- 
ses of teacher-attitude surveys: participants have changed their 
conception of writing assignments and the place of such assign- 
ments in course designs and, more important, have acted on that 
information in their own courses and in attempts to influence 
their departmental colleagues in discussions about the various 
uses of writing. 

3. The protocol analysis reveals that participating faculty know 
how to plan for and design writing tasks that aid learning and, 
further, that they know how to plan courses that integrate writ- 
ing-to-learn tasks. 

4. The protocol analysis reveals that faculty participants view writ- 
ing much differently from nonparticipants. (This was especially 
true in the first two years of the program; in later years, the halo 
effect brought nonparticipants closer to this view.) 
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5. The faculty’s experience with protocols has shown them the sig- 
nificance of their contributions to the institution’s evaluation 
effort and has also provided them with a database from which 
to pursue collaborative and individual research (e.g., Lesnak; 
Morrison). 

These evaluation data, which Ericsson and Simon argue are 
“the raw data in as hard a form as could be wished” (4), pro- 
vided us with the beginnings of a database, which we continue to 
build in order to answer more precisely two different sets of re- 
search questions: (1) What are the planning processes teachers 
use to construct write-to-learn tasks? Can we derive models of 
teachers’ planning processes? and (2) What are the writing pro- 
cesses students use to perform these write-to-learn tasks? Can we 
derive models of students’ learning processes? 

The issue tree in Figure 17.1 illustrates the two sets of re- 
search questions tied to using protocol interviews as the research 
methodology, questions that helped us accumulate the necessary 
data to begin answering these questions. In identifying faculty 
planning processes, our protocol analysis allowed us to examine 
whether faculty who participated in the writing-across-the-cur- 
riculum program designed writing assignments (rhetorical inven- 
tion) drawn from principles learned in the faculty seminars in 
order to help students better achieve course goals. Likewise, in 
identifying student learning processes, our protocol analysis al- 
lowed us to examine whether the students participating in tar- 
geted writing-across-the-curriculum courses developed more 
expert learning processes in performing the writing assignments 
(rhetorical action) that had been designed to help them better 
achieve course goals. The instruments we used to measure these 
performances are the major evaluation tools of pedagogical in- 
vention. 



A WAC Model to Disseminate Across the Nation 



Perhaps the greatest tribute to the Robert Morris experiment in 
pedagogical invention and rhetorical action, and therefore to 
Richard Young’s thinking behind it, has come in the form of a 
FIPSE (Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary Education) 





- 416 - 



Pedagogical Invention and Rhetorical Action in WAC 




grant to Robert Morris College (1996) to disseminate the proven 
WAC model to six other institutions across the country: Babson 
College, Wellesley, Massachusetts; Bryant College, Smithfield, 
Rhode Island; Golden Gate University, San Francisco, Califor- 
nia; Kent State University, Salem, Ohio; Mercyhurst College, Erie, 
Pennsylvania; and Southeastern University, Washington, DC. 

Reiterating Young’s concerns over WAC program longevity, 
the grant proposal argues that programs often fail because they 
are insufficiently woven into their institutional contexts. Through 
this three-year project (1996-1998), we disseminated our proven 
model of writing across the curriculum to achieve the following 
program goals: 

1 . Provide a structural approach to integrating WAC principles and 
practices into existing courses. 

2. Train the collaborating institutions’ (CIs) representatives who, 
in turn, will train their respective faculty in a long-term full imple- 
mentation of this approach, through both faculty seminars and 
departmental mentor relationships. 
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3. Offer strategies to implement an evaluation system for these 
projects derived from the published Robert Morris design. 

4. Provide the CIs with twenty RMC-PBS WAC Video Project vid- 
eotapes, accompanying print materials, and our guidance for 
their effective use in sustaining their programs long after the 
grant period has ended. 

5. Monitor through quantitative and qualitative measures our suc- 
cess in disseminating our program to the CIs in hopes of creat- 
ing a flexible, efficient, and effective national model for 
implementation of WAC programs (Carson, “To Disseminate”). 

In addition to disseminating this proven model of WAC to 
six other institutions, we have developed yet another tool in our 
repertoire of pedagogical inventions for the six institutions and 
others to use. This latest tool of pedagogical invention is the In- 
stitutional Audit (W. Sipple, “Institutional”). 



The Institutional Audit 

One lesson of the WAC program at Robert Morris College is its 
demonstration that curriculum is a solution to a perceived prob- 
lem; curriculum is both a means and an end. Curricular change 
occurs in response to perceived problems. Curricular efforts of- 
ten fail not because they lack intrinsic value but rather because 
they are inappropriate or unrealistic for their contexts. Solutions 
that are right for one institution may not work for other institu- 
tions because of such factors as institutional mission constraints, 
institutional image, budget priorities, internal or board politics, 
or symbolic ramifications. Hence, as Young advised the adminis- 
tration and faculty of Robert Morris, writing across the curricu- 
lum must be appropriate for the context and constraints of 
individual institutions, and these constraints are best identified 
early in the planning process. 

Thus, before focusing on the roles of writing across the cur- 
riculum and on write to learn as means to redesign courses and 
create instructional materials and/or programs (pedagogical in- 
ventions), program designers should carefully define the particu- 
lar problem they wish to solve in their institutions. Analyzing the 
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environment in which the WAC program must survive is a useful 
way to identify that problem. An institutional audit is one way 
that curriculum leaders may focus on their particular institutional 
goals, missions, constraints, and resources so as to design plans 
and to implement changes that are appropriate and reasonable 
for their individual contexts. In the Institutional Audit exercise — 
an activity appropriate for administrator/faculty retreats or de- 
velopment seminars — curriculum leaders will begin to describe 
in detail the particular problem(s) they hope to solve through 
writing across the curriculum and related course redesigns, pro- 
grams, and other curriculum materials and faculty activities. 
Continuing this activity with others at the institution is a good 
way to begin meaningful discussion and to create permanent 
change. 

The Institutional Audit is intended to be a heuristic that in- 
creases the chances for successful planning of institution-specific 
WAC programs and activities. It should be flexible and adapted 
to individual needs. The audit systematically focuses attention 
on at least seven areas of concern for administrators and faculty 
planning WAC efforts: (1) the nature of the institution, (2) the 
instructional context, (3) the participants in the WAC initiative, 
(4) the necessary project resources, (5) political perspectives, (6) 
symbolic elements, and (7) personal perspectives. Within each 
section of the audit, the participants should generate their own 
answers and perspectives, and then compare, combine, and re- 
fine results. 

Institutional Audit 

(1) Nature of the Institution 

(la) Mission Statement: The mission statement provides 
the overall context within which you must create curriculum 
or invent pedagogy. Read your institution’s mission statement: 
What are the key elements of your mission? Here you should 
consider your institution’s mission in an operational sense — 
how do you implement the mission? 

(lb) Vision Statement: Often the president or other ad- 
ministrators will articulate a vision that is used as a guide for 
long-range planning. Summarize your institution’s vision 
statement or, if you do not have one, summarize what your 
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administrators (deans, department heads, vice presidents) 
articulate as the vision for your institution. For example, your 
president may summarize the institution’s vision in such a 
statement as “our graduates will be known for their superior 
communications skills.” Many faculty are unaware of their 
president’s vision — knowing the institution’s vision is useful 
in planning specific curriculum. 

(l c) Describe the parameters of your institution — in other 
words, review your internal organizational structure: orga- 
nization of schools, departments, reporting structures; your 
curriculum review processes; your budgeting processes, etc. 
The insights here reveal how the curriculum leaders may have 
to proceed to effect change: how does information flow within 
the institution? What does one typically encounter in pro- 
posing change? In other words, identify the constraints within 
which you will be working. 

(l d) With this contextual information in mind, make a 
list of those who will have direct influence on your WAC 
project (you may include administrators, faculty, students, 
etc.). Who are the chief stakeholders? Who will provide ap- 
provals for the project? 

(le) List who may be involved indirectly as a result of 
your WAC efforts (this list may include alumni, funding 
sources, trustees, employers, etc.). Within all institutions there 
are secondary stakeholders who may have an impact on the 
project. These include such groups as enrollment managers 
who must sell your curriculum to potential students and fund- 
ing sources who may be asked to provide the resources needed 
for the project. 

(2) Instructional Context 

(2a) What major instructional or curricular problem(s) 
are you addressing currently at your institution? It is impor- 
tant here to focus on the real curricular issues you confront, 
rather than only on those narrowly defined within the WAC 
project itself. The intention in this section of the audit is to 
discover where in the institutional curricular priorities the 
WAC effort may reside and if there are ways to link it to the 
central curricular efforts of the institution. In other words, 
try to discover the problem to which WAC is a solution. 
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(2b) For whom is this a problem — faculty, students, ad- 
ministration, other constituents (employers, etc.)? Note why 
it is a problem for these constituents. In WAC a solution to a 
real problem is for someone. To succeed, the curricular change 
must be perceived as useful to all stakeholders. 

(2c) List objectives that your various constituents may 
want to achieve through your WAC initiative as related to 
the resolution of this problem. Include pedagogical as well as 
rhetorical goals. At this stage of the discussion, it is useful to 
write objectives for the program. For example, “at the end of 
the implementation faculty will be able to demonstrate write- 
to-learn activities (rhetorical actions) appropriate for the peda- 
gogical environment; these are designed for their specific 
fields”; or “administrators will be able to explain for an ex- 
ternal audience the WAC program at this institution.” 

(2d) Summarize this discussion and write a problem state- 
ment that may help you focus your WAC training and devel- 
opment component of this project. Think about what you 
hope to achieve through this project and its relevance to the 
solution of real curricular problems. 

(3) Participants in WAC Initiative 

(3a) Whom do you hope to involve in the WAC initia- 
tive? List departments, individuals, etc. In other words, who 
is your audience for effecting this curricular change? 

(3b) What are the prevailing attitudes of those whom 
you hope to involve in the WAC initiative? Are they support- 
ive, open to change, positive, hostile? Will you have to “sell” 
the program within the institution? Who will help you? 

(3c) What is your role in the organization of the WAC 
project? What is your role in effecting curricular change in 
your institution? What authority do you have “to make things 
happen” ? It is important here for individuals to see their place 
in the overall hierarchy of decision making and authority. 
This frequently has an influence on the viability of curricular 
efforts by helping curriculum leaders identify strategies and 
develop arguments for effecting change. 

(4) Project Resources 

(4a) Based on your analysis of the institutional context 
in which your curricular solution must be achieved, describe 
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your existing resources and support system: i.e., are there 
supportive administrators; are there adequate financial, tech- 
nological, and human resources; can you rely upon positive 
attitudes among faculty and administration; is there institu- 
tional agreement on the direction of curricular change; will 
there be funds for faculty development? Describe a realistic 
framework within which the project must exist. 

(4b) How supportive is your administration of new cur- 
ricular efforts? What funding or resources have been allo- 
cated for this WAC project? What do you hope for as support 
for the project? How will the program be supported after 
initial funding is depleted? Administrative support is essen- 
tial for systemic curricular change. Ultimately, those with 
authority must endorse the project and provide for long-term 
support. 

(4c) What role do you play in the budgeting process? 
How do budget priorities get set in your institution? Where 
does the WAC effort fall in these priorities? Can the institu- 
tion afford the project as envisioned? What might be a more 
realistic approach to achieving the same ends? In other words, 
you may have to develop more cost-effective approaches to 
the problem. 

(5) Political Perspective 

(5a) Describe the political ramifications of the WAC cur- 
ricular initiative — what supportive and/or subversive elements 
may exist, what misperceptions may evolve, who may op- 
pose the WAC efforts, why would faculty resist change, etc.? 
This is the context in which you work — think about the sys- 
tem for allocating scarce resources in your institution: what 
gets cut in the budget crunches? 

(5b) From a faculty point of view, what departments and 
individuals stand to “win” or “lose” because of the WAC 
initiative? What may faculty perceive as “rewards” and “pun- 
ishments” associated with participating/not participating in 
this project? By identifying these forces you will begin to see 
the subtext of the proposed change. 

(5c) What kinds of arguments may you have to construct 
to win approval for implementing a WAC initiative, to enlist 
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faculty support and participation, and to bring curricular 
change related to WAC efforts to implementation? This is a 
key element: the intrinsic value of the curricular effort often 
is not your most viable argument for effecting the change. 

(5d) How is your problem similar to or different from 
political problems in other institutions? For insights, listen 
to the problems, constraints, and resolutions of your col- 
leagues in other institutions. 

(6) Symbolic Elements 

(6a) How might your president describe the WAC effort 
in a report to the Board of Trustees? Here you should shift 
your perspective and try to envision how the top administra- 
tion would perceive the WAC effort and the language the 
administration might use to describe it. How would you want 
the president to describe the effort? 

(6b) What symbolic ramifications might you attach to 
your WAC initiative that may help to motivate faculty and 
enhance your institution’s reputation and/or image? Fre- 
quently, names given to projects and attaching projects to 
worthwhile institutional goals empower a project with a sym- 
bolic force that will help to drive it forward. By identifying 
these yourself, you will help to shape the project and attach 
meanings to it that often, in effect, make the project larger 
than itself and win long-term institutional and foundation 
support. 

(7) Personal Perspectives 

(7a ) What/Who do you see as the chief obstacle(s) to the 
success of this project? It is useful to be specific here and to 
name names (we do recommend that you keep this confiden- 
tial, however). Knowing where the obstacles to a project re- 
side is useful in effecting change and assessing the energy 
that it will take personally to make the change. What are you 
willing to invest in this effort? 

(7b) What/Who do you see as your chief support(s) for 
this project? (Note: the same goes here for confidentiality 
and for being candid.) Knowing who will help you person- 
ally is a valuable part of planning change. 
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Conclusion 



Richard E. Young’s continued influence epitomizes his view of 
writing across the curriculum — a coming together of pedagogi- 
cal invention and rhetorical action in the best sense. The fifteen 
successful years of the Robert Morris College Writing Across the 
Business Disciplines (WABD) program stand as testament to that 
influence. 

Appendix 17.1 

Sample Write-to-Leam Activities 

Following a method described by Algo Henderson in “The Design of 
Superior Courses,” faculty participants now construct a matrix that 
lists course goals across one axis and material to be covered across the 
other. At the intersection of goals and materials to be covered, the fac- 
ulty member, following guidelines from Robert Mager’s Preparing In- 
structional Objectives, designs instructional objectives — active learning 
tasks that are often opportunities for writing to learn. It is here that 
faculty develop “small-genre” write-to-learn tasks in redesigning their 
courses. 

For example, one goal in Jay Carson’s American Writers course is 
for students to be able to isolate problems in the text and use them as 
points of departure for writing about literature. Where that goal inter- 
sects with Huckleberry Finn, the following instructional objective ap- 
pears: “Huck thinks of Jim as a friend but calls him a nigger. In about 
one page of your journal, explain.” 

This matrix approach is transferable to any field. For example, in 
the discipline of accounting we see that the course goal 1, “Identify 
terminology, conventions, and procedure,” intersects with the first sec- 
tion of the professor’s topics of instruction (or material to be covered), 
“Job-Ordered Cost Accounting System.” At this intersection, Chris 
Stenberg designs two detailed write-to-learn tasks: 



Writing Task 1: I’m having trouble understanding the design 
of job-order cost-accounting systems. Maybe my problem is 
that I don’t understand the job-cost environment. Can you help 
me by listing some operating characteristics of a job coster and 
then explain why this accounting system makes sense under 
these circumstances? 
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Writing Task 2: Let’s pretend that you manage a print shop. I 
stop at your shop and ask if you can print 100 copies of an 
audit report. The report is 15 pages long and should be printed 
on a high-quality, white bond paper measuring 8.5 x 11 inches 
using black ink. You agree to print this job. I then ask you how 
much you will charge me. You set your selling price by multi- 
plying your production cost by a factor of 2. If the cost of a job 
was $100, then you would set the selling price at $200. Before 
responding formally to my price inquiry, you must estimate 
the total production cost of this job. Write some notes describ- 
ing how you will make this estimate. Be precise in describing 
your methodology. 

A similar example, this one for remedial mathematics, can be found 
in another published piece of WABD literature, “Writing-to-Learn: An 
Experiment in Remedial Algebra” by Richard Lesnak. At the intersec- 
tion of one of his course objectives and the topic, he writes the follow- 
ing write-to-learn task for his students: “Students write in natural 
language (as opposed to mathematical) a detailed, step-by-step proce- 
dure for factoring an expression completely.” This task appears at the 
intersection of his goal “Ability to identify problems and select the proper 
computational technique” and his topic “Factoring.” 

Later in the course, at the intersection of his goal “Ability to ana- 
lyze an incorrect solution for the purpose of determining the error in 
the solution” and his topic “Solving Equations,” Lesnak includes the 
following write-to-learn task: Students must take completed “incorrect” 
solutions which the professor presents to them, upon which students 
respond with “a written description (again in natural language) of the 
procedural error before they solve the equation again correctly in math- 
ematical terms.” 



Appendix 17.2 

The Research Component 

The general question asked in evaluating whether the seminars/work- 
shops both persuaded and helped participants to integrate writing-to- 
learn activities into their courses was this: Did the workshops influence 
the participants’ approaches to constructing writing assignments in ways 
that reflect the principles advanced in the workshops? We selected fac- 
ulty writing assignments as the focus for this part of the evaluation 
project since they are suggestive of instructors’ concerns and approaches 
to teaching writing. Further, the assignments created by workshop par- 
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ticipants could be compared with those created by nonparticipants, with 
both sets of assignments being analyzed for evidence, or lack thereof, of 
the principles espoused in the workshops. The specific questions we 
asked about the assignments included: Did the participants in the work- 
shops try to create writing assignments that promoted student learning, 
that helped students solve problems related to the course, that were 
integrated into the course structure, and that were manageable by the 
students.^ 

To answer these questions, we developed what we call the “proto- 
col/interview assessment method. With this method, several workshop 
participants were asked to provide think-aloud protocols while they 
created a writing assignment for one of their classes. Immediately after 
completing this task, they were asked a series of questions about their 
goals in creating the assignment. Other faculty who taught comparable 
courses and who did not participate in the workshops were given the 
same tasks. Raters then examined the protocols and the answers to the 
interview questions to identify evidence bearing on each subject’s ap- 
proach to creating writing assignments. Because the subjects in the evalu- 
ation were observed while they were creating writing assignments and 
were interviewed soon after, we believe that the protocol/interview 
method provided sensitive indices of the subjects’ approaches to this 
educationally important task. In contrast, we believe that interviews 
alone, because they are not so closely tied to performance of the task, 
are less likely to provide useful information than protocols and inter- 
views together. 



Subjects 



The subjects were nine faculty members, five who attended Young’s 
seminars and four who did not. The seminar participants were chosen 
to provide as broad a sampling as possible of the disciplinary areas at 
Robert Morris College. Each of the nonparticipants was chosen because 
he or she was in the same discipline and taught the same course as a 
participant. 



Procedure 



The subjects were asked to think aloud and to describe as fully as pos- 
sible their main teaching/learning concerns while planning and com- 
posing a writing assignment for their classes. The instructions for the 
protocol read: 
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Devise one writing assignment for your course. While you are 
devising the assignment, describe as fully as you can your main 
teaching/learning concerns. Talk aloud about what is going on 
in your mind while you are doing the task. Write the words for 
the assignment which you would have typed to hand to the 
student. 

Following the think-aloud sessions, each subject was asked six ques- 
tions designed to supplement the information obtained through the pro- 
tocol. These questions concerned the objectives of the assignment, its 
use in the course, its relation to course goals, specific learning problems 
addressed by the assignment, and the intellectual demands it placed on 
students. The protocols and the postprotocol interviews were tape-re- 
corded and transcribed for later analysis. These transcripts, together 
with the assignments and any written text or notes produced during the 
protocol session, constituted the data set for each subject. 



Analysis 



For analysis of the protocol and interview data, the raters were given 
the list of nineteen features shown below. These features were devel- 
oped and used to evaluate each complete data set, including protocol 
and interview transcripts, written texts and notes, and the assignments 
created. Some of the features focus on the nature of the assignment 
created and the concerns suggested by it, while others address more 
explicitly the thinking and attitudes of faculty members while creating 
the assignments. Raters were asked to examine the data set for each 
subject to determine whether each of the nineteen features was present. 
Each data set was analyzed as a single unit; that is, all three sources of 
data (protocols, interviews, and writing assignments) were examined 
for evidence of each of the features under investigation. The raters did 
not know which data sets belonged to participants and which to non- 
participants. 

Features of the Protocols, Interviews, and Assignments Addressed 
by the Raters 

1. The writing assignment is designed to do more than test student 
knowledge. The writing assignment is designed to promote stu- 
dent learning/discovery. 

2. The writing assignment leads the student to solving a particular 
problem in achieving course objectives. 
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3. The writing assignment is responsive to a learning problem 
that the teacher has identified. 

4. The teacher is aware that the writing assignment is cultivating 
a level of cognitive ability. 

5. The writing assignment is integrated into the ongoing learning 
process in the course. 

6. The teacher has an awareness of different, varied ways of re- 
sponding to student writing with a mind toward giving feed- 
back to the student. 

7. The teacher’s response to student writing is integrated into the 
ongoing process of the course. 

8. The writing assignment is manageable for the student given 
the allotted time, constraints, and the description of the writ- 
ing assignment. 

9. The teacher realizes that creating an assignment is a rhetorical 
task. 

10. The teacher is concerned that students see the purpose of the 
writing assignment. 

11. The teacher realizes that the assignment will provide him/her 
with valuable information about student learning/progress in 
the course. 

12. The teacher has thought about the task in concrete operational 
terms; recognizes subtasks involved. 

13. The teacher is sensitive to his/her students’ abilities, e.g., thinks 
about how students might respond to the task. 

14. The teacher is sensitive to students’ abilities and plans to act 
on that information, e.g., by modifying assignments, provid- 
ing extra guidance, etc. 

15. The teacher is sensitive to student needs, e.g., the types of writ- 
ing and other skills students will need in later courses or in 
their careers. 

16. The teacher is sensitive to student needs and plans to act on 
that information, e.g., by modifying assignments, providing ex- 
tra guidance, etc. 

17. The teacher is sensitive to students’ attitudes toward writing. 

18. The teacher gives students a specific audience to write for. 
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19. The teacher hopes that the writing assignment will help im- 
prove students’ writing skills (intentionally or as a side effect). 

In addition to these nineteen features, raters assessed two additional 
features of the writing assignments, as well as the length of the proto- 
cols. These additional measures are shown in the following list. 

Additional Measures Assessed by the Raters 

20. Quality of the writing assignment rated on a scale of 1 (low) to 
4 (high): 

1 = Low quality: confusing, purposeless, not integrated into 
course goals, etc. 

4 = High quality: well thought out and articulated, fits into 
course, helpful, etc. 

21. Breadth of teacher’s view of writing rated on a scale of 1 to 4: 

1 = Restricted view: writing equals grammar, correctness; writ- 

ing takes place after thinking; writing is thought of in terms 
of number of pages; etc. 

2 = Larger view: writing is a medium for thinking and learn- 

ing; writing is an occasion for exploration; etc. 

22. Protocol length (number of transcript lines). 

For more information, see Blakeslee, Hayes, Sipple, and Young. 



Notes 



1. See, for example. Young “Designing,” “Impediments,” “Some Pre- 
suppositions”; and Kaufer and Young. 

2. When writing across the business disciplines (WABD) was imple- 
mented in 1985 at Robert Morris College, the original undergraduate 
departments numbered ten: Accounting; Business Education; Business 
Information Systems; Communications; Economics and Finance; Trans- 
portation; Management and Marketing; Quantitative and Natural Sci- 
ences; Social Sciences; Sport Management. Originally, twenty courses 
were redesigned, two per department. That number grew every year, 
and today there are well over fifty courses in twelve departments: Ac- 
counting, Communications, Computer and Information Systems, Edu- 
cation, Finance, Health Administration and Allied Services, Hospitality 
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Management, Management, Marketing, Quantitative and Natural Sci- 
ences, Social Sciences, Sport Administration. 
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Editor 




Maureen Daly Goggin, assistant profes- 
sor of rhetoric and composition and di- 
rector of writing programs at Arizona 
State University, has published on the his- 
tory of rhetoric, historiography, and the 
history of the discipline of rhetoric and 
composition in journals such as Rhetoric 
Review and Rhetoric Society Quarter and 
in a number of edited collections. Her 
book Authoring a Discipline: Scholarly 
Journals and the Post-World War II Emer- 
gence of Rhetoric and Composition ex- 
plores the interdependent roles of journals, 
editors, contributors, and disciplinarity 
and the disciplinary history of rhetoric and 
composition. 




Contributors 



Charles Bazerman, professor of English and education at the University 
of California, Santa Barbara, is interested in the social dynamics of 
writing, rhetorical theory, and the rhetoric of knowledge produc- 
tion and use. His most recent book is The Languages of Edison's 
Light. Current projects include a rhetorical theory of literate action 
and an investigation of environmental information. 



Steve Beatty is an instructor at Arizona State University. He holds an 
M.B.A., an M’RA. in creative writing, and an M.A. in rhetoric and 
composition, and is currently completing his dissertation on the 
professionalization of creative writing for his Ph.D. in rhetoric and 
linguistics at Arizona State University. 

Carol Berkenkotter is professor of rhetoric and communication at Michi- 
gan Technological University. She published with Thomas N. Huckin 
the book Genre Knowledge in Disciplinary Communication: Cog- 
nition/Culture /Tower and has authored numerous articles on aca- 
demic and professional genres. She is currently working on a book 
titled Psychiatry's Rhetorics: The Curious Case of the Case Report. 

Ann M. Blakeslee is associate professor of English and co-director of 
writing across the curriculum at Eastern Michigan University. She 
teaches upper-level and graduate courses in technical communica- 
tion. Blakeslee has studied the composing practices of physicists 
and has published articles addressing their journals, collaborative 
practices, and mentoring activities in Technical Communication 
Quarterly; Science, Technology, and Human Values; and Journal 
of Business and Technical Communication. Her book. Interacting 
with Audiences: Social Influences on the Production of Scientific 
Writing, is forthcoming. 

J. Stanton Carson is professor of communications and director of lan- 
guage-across-the-curriculum programs at Robert Morris College. 
His dissertation, “Writing Across the Business Disciplines at Rob- 
ert Morris College: A Case Study,” was directed by Richard Young. 
Carson has published and consults regularly on WAC issues. Most 
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recently, he has directed a U.S. Department of Education FIPSE 
grant for the dissemination of the Robert Morris College Writing 
Across the Business Disciplines (WABD) structural approach to in- 
tegrating WAC into the curriculums of six other colleges and uni- 
versities across the country. 

Richard Leo Enos is professor and holder of the Lillian Radford Chair 
of Rhetoric and Composition at Texas Christian University. His 
research emphasis is on the history of rhetoric with a specialization 
in classical rhetoric. Much of his work deals with understanding 
the relationship between thought and expression in antiquity. He is 
the current editor of Advances in the History of Rhetoric^ an an- 
nual publication of the American Society for the History of Rheto- 
ric. 

Eugene Carver is Regents Professor of philosophy at Saint John’s Uni- 
versity. Author of Machiavelli and the History of Prudence and 
Aristotle s Rhetoric: An Art of Character^ he is currently writing 
about Aristotle’s Ethics and about character in rhetoric and ethical 
argument. He studied in an NEH summer seminar with Richard 
Young in 1977. 



Stuart Greene is Francis J. O’Malley Director of the University Writing 
Program at Notre Dame. He has published his research on compo- 
sition theory, writing in the disciplines, and rhetorical theory in a 
number of journals and edited collections. He is co-editor of two 
books. Educated in the USA: Readings on the Problems and Prom- 
ise of Education and Teaching Academic Literacy: The Uses of 
Teacher-Research in Developing a Writing Program. With Robert 
Kachur and Anne Clark, he is completing a textbook on argument 
titled Inquiry and Argument: Entering the Conversation of Ideas. 

Winifred Bryan Horner is professor emerita of English, University of 
Missouri, and Radford Chair emerita of Rhetoric and Composi- 
tion, Texas Christian University. She is the author or editor of nu- 
merous articles and eleven books dealing with rhetoric and 
composition. Her latest book is Rhetoric and Pedagogy: Its His- 
tory, Philosophy and Practice. In 1988 she published Rhetoric in 
the Classical Tradition^ which combined her two main interests: 
the history of rhetoric and the teaching of composition. She has 
lectured both nationally and internationally, including at Oxford 
University and the Universities of Turin, Amsterdam, Gottingen, 
and Edinburgh. She was a visiting research fellow at the University 
of California, Berkeley and a fellow of the University of Edinburgh. 
A Festschrift in her honor was edited by Theresa Enos and pub- 
lished in 1991. 



Contributors 



Robert Inkster is currently on leave from the English department serv- 
ing as associate vice president for academic affairs at St. Cloud 
State University. His research interests include the intersections of 
rhetorical theory with epistemology and pedagogy and the role of 
rhetoric in contemporary professional life. His most recent publi- 
cation is The Writing of Business^ with Judith A4. Kilborn. Inkster 
was a fellow in Richard Young’s 1978-79 NEH seminar. 

Janice M. Lauer is Reese McGee Distinguished Professor of English at 
Purdue University, where she founded a doctoral program in rheto- 
ric and composition. She has received the CCCC Exemplar Award, 
has served on the executive committees of CCCC and NCTE, and 
currently coordinates the consortium of doctoral programs in rheto- 
ric and composition. For thirteen summers she directed a two-week 
international rhetoric seminar. She has written on rhetorical inven- 
tion, disciplinarity, writing-as-inquiry pedagogy, and empirical re- 
search; her publications include Four Worlds of Writing and 
Composition Research: Empirical Designs. 

Elenore Long is associate professor of English and communications at 
Bay Path College in Longmeadow, Massachusetts. After complet- 
ing a postdoctoral fellowship through the Community Literacy 
Center in Pittsburgh, Long directed for several years a Community 
House initiative called STRUGGLE. Her decade-long internship 
with colleagues at the Community House — including Wayne Peck, 
Linda Flower, Joyce Baskins, and Jennifer Flach— continues to in- 
form her daily practices as a teacher and a writer. 

Karen McGrane is director of information design and usability for the 
North American offices of Razorfish, Inc. Razorfish is a strategic 
digital communications company with eleven offices throughout 
North America and Europe and provides digital change manage- 
ment strategy, design, and technology services to leading compa- 
nies and organizations across the world. Karen is pursuing a Ph.D. 
in rhetoric and communication from Rensselaer Polytechnic Insti- 
tute and also holds B.A. degrees in American studies and philoso- 
phy from the University of Minnesota. 

Rebecca Schoenike Nowacek is a graduate student in the composition 
and rhetoric program at the University of Wisconsin— Madison. Her 
scholarly interests include writing across the curriculum, disciplinary 
and interdisciplinary learning, and the negotiation of role taking in 
various academic and nonacademic contexts (including classrooms, 
writing centers, and song-writing groups). She is currently com- 
pleting her dissertation, tentatively titled “Writing, Talking, 
Taking: Disciplinary Learning in the Interdisciplinary Classroom.” 
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Lee Odell is professor of composition theory and research at Rensselaer 
Polytechnic Institute. His current publications discuss the interac- 
tion between visual and textual information in both print and digi- 
tal media. His most recent book, with Charles Cooper, is Evaluating 
Writing: The Role of Teachers’ Knowledge in Text, Learning, and 
Culture. He has served as chair of the Conference on College Com- 
position and Communication (CCCC) and of the National Council 
of Teachers of English (NCTE) Assembly for Research. His articles 
have received the CCCC Richard Braddock Award and the NCTE 
Award for Excellence in Technical and Scientific Communication. 

Mike Palmquist is professor of English at Colorado State University, 
where he is a member of the composition faculty. His scholarly 
interests include writing across the curriculum, the effects of com- 
puter and network technologies on writing instruction, and the use 
of hypertext/hypermedia in instructional settings. 

Danette Paul is assistant professor of English at Brigham Young Univer- 
sity, where she teaches courses in composition pedagogy, rhetoric, 
and technical and professional writing. Her main area of research 
is the rhetoric of science. Her most recent work includes a study in 
Written Communication of rhetorical strategies in article introduc- 
tions. 

Joseph Petraglia is associate professor of rhetoric and writing in the 
English department at Texas Christian University. He is the editor 
of Reconceiving Writing, Rethinking Writing Instruction and the 
author of the recently published Reality by Design: The Rhetoric 
and Technology of Authenticity in Education, He is currently edit- 
ing a collection on the subject of rhetoric education and is working 
on a manuscript examining disciplinary variations on the “rhetori- 
cal turn.” 

Karen Rossi Schnakenberg studied with Richard Young at Carnegie 
Mellon University and completed her Ph.D. in rhetoric there in 1996 
with Richard Leo Enos and Richard Young as co-chairs of her com- 
mittee. Her dissertation is a historical study of the revival of classi- 
cal rhetoric in the 1950s and early 1960s. She is currently a senior 
lecturer in rhetoric and professional writing at Carnegie Mellon 
and director of the undergraduate programs in professional and 
technical writing. Her major areas of inquiry include the history of 
writing instruction, the pedagogy of writing, and the general ques- 
tion of how specialized knowledge crosses disciplinary boundaries 
and is communicated to nonexperts. 
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Jo-Ann M. Sipple has been professor of communications since 1981 
and vice president for academic affairs since 1990 at Robert Mor- 
ris College in Pittsburgh. During the early 1980s, she founded and 
established the college’s writing-across-the-curriculum program, 
serving as its first director and advisor. Sipple’s publications rel- 
evant to WAC include articles in The Journal of Higher Education 
and Language and Learning Across the Disciplines, She has taken 
a leave of absence from Robert Morris College to accept the posi- 
tion of interim vice president for academic affairs (1999-2000) at 
her alma mater, Merrimack College, North Andover, Massachu- 
setts. 

William L. Sipple, Ph.D., is provost and vice president for academic 
affairs and professor of communications and English at Bay Path 
College in Longmeadow, Massachusetts, and former professor and 
dean of the School of Communications and Information Systems at 
Robert Morris College in Pittsburgh. He has more than thirty years 
of experience in college teaching, higher education administration, 
media production, and technology/information management. He 
led the development of the Robert Morris College communications 
skills program. His publications focus on rhetoric, communications, 
technology issues, media management, higher education, and Re- 
naissance literature. He has produced award-winning television 
projects for PBS, corporations, nonprofit organizations, and edu- 
cation, being recognized with Telly Awards, New York Festival 
Awards, International CINDY Competition Awards, and others. 

Victor J. Vitanza is professor of English at the University of Texas at 
Arlington, where he teaches a variety of courses in literacy and 
electracy. He is editor of the journal PRE/TEXT, co-editor oiPRE/ 
TEXT: Electra(Lite), and moderator of the PRE/TEXT list 
(www.pre-text.com). His most recent book is Negation, Subjectiv- 
ity, and the History of Rhetoric; he is completing a book tentatively 
titled Canonicity, Rape Narratives, and the History of Rhetoric; 
and he has begun a book on James Berlin and cultural studies. 

Sam Watson completed his doctorate at the University of Iowa with a 
dissertation that became the book Michael Polanyi and the Recov- 
ery of Rhetoric. A member of Richard Young’s NEH seminar titled 
“Invention of Rhetoric” (1978-79), Watson has spent his career at 
the University of North Carolina at Charlotte teaching and foster- 
ing environments conducive to writing. As founder of a writing 
project there and as director of University Writing Programs (1993- 
1998), he has become increasingly convinced that cultures which 
foster writing also foster learning, that many academic cultures 
nurture neither activity, and that reflection is central to both. 
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ceding the call of noted rhetoric scholar Richard E. 
Young to engage in serious, scholarly investigations of the 
assumptions that underlie established practices and habits 
about writing, and drawing on Young’s own multifaceted 
contributions to the field, the contributors to this critical volume study a 




diverse array of disciplinary issues, situate their work in a wide matrix of 
theoretical perspectives, and engage in multiple modes of inquiry and in 
multiple discourses. That Young’s influence permeates this volume is not 
surprising since many of the authors are linked in a common bond as past 
students of Young (such as Winifred' Bryan Horner, janice Lauer, Lee 
Odell, Mike Palmquist, and Joseph Petraglia) or as participants in his NEH 
seminars (such as Charles Bazerman, Carol Berkenkotter, Eugene Carver, 
and Victor Vitanza). Representing several generations of scholars now 
active in rhetoric and composition, the essays reveal Youngs influence and 
offer a partial genealogy of the field. Together with a foreword by Richard 
Leo Enos, the essays in this collection offer a window on the dynamic and 
richly diverse inquiries that comprise the profession today, capturing the 
discipline of rhetoric and composition in the process of inventing itself. 

Editor Maureen Daly Goggin has arranged these thoughtful and 
timely essays according to concepts integral to Young’s tagmemic heuristic: 
field, w<ive, and particle. In Section I, the authors consider the history, pres- 
ent state, and potential future directions of the research, scholarship, and 
pedagogies of the field. Section II presents theoretical, historical, and empir- 
ical investigations of particular kinds of rhetorical theories and practices. 
Section III offers discussions of specific writing programs and pedagogical 
approaches. Collectively, these essays offer multiple perspectives on and 
methodologies for the pressing issues surrounding the study and teaching of 
liter.ite practices in effect, a polydiscursive road map to guide the conduct 
of our professional lives. 
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Language Ideologies 

Critical Perspectives on the Official English Movement 
Volume 1: Education and the Social Implications of Official 
Language 

Roseann Duefias Gonzalez, editor, with lldiko Melis 

This collection addresses the complicated and divisive 
issues at the heart of the debate over language diversity 
and the English Only movement in U.S. public education. 
Language Ideologies offers a wide range of perspectives that 
teachers and literacy advocates can use to inform practice 
as well as policy. The contributors to this first volume in a 
two-volume series come from varying backgrounds and 
together explore the political, legislative, social, and educa- 
tional implications of language ideologies. Approx. 320 pp. 
2000. Grades K-Coll. ISBN 0-8141-2667-7. 

No. 26677-1600 $33.95 ($27.95) 

Moving a Mountain 

Transforming the Role of Contingent Faculty in Composition 

Studies and Higher Education 

Patricia Lambert Stock and Eileen E. Schell, editors 

How can the academy improve the working conditions of 
those who teach most of the core curriculum in higher edu- 
cation today: part-time and non-tenure-track faculty? In 
Moving a Mountain, policymakers, academic administra- 
tors, and tenure-stream and contingent faculty focus on the 
field of composition as they address this question in case 
studies, local narratives, and analyses of models for ethical 
employment practices. Contributors argue persuasively 
why it is in the academy's best interest to reconsider the 
roles and rewards it has offered contingent faculty. Approx. 
330 pp. 2000. NCTE. Coll. ISBN 0-8141-5508-1. 

No. 55081-1600 $33.95 ($27.95) 

Writing Partnerships 

Service-Learning in Composition 
Thomas Deans 

Writing Partnerships constitutes the first comprehensive 
overview of service-learning in composition studies and 
will be of particular interest to educators at the high school 
through university levels who want to combine writing 
instruction with community action. College-level case stud- 
ies are woven into discussions of how service-learning 
relates not only to first-year, upper-division, and technical 
writing courses, but also to critical pedagogy, writing 
across the curriculum, ethics, and literacy. Appendices 
include descriptions of more than 60 writing-centered ser- 
vice-learning courses and programs, as well as a sample 
syllabus, student writings, and a list of resources for ser- 
vice-learning teachers and administrators. Approx. 250 pp. 
2000. Grades 9-Coll. ISBN 0-8141-5918-4. 

No. 59184-1600 $32.95 ($26.95) 
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What Our Speech Disrupts 

Feminism and Creative Writing Studies 
Katharine Haake 

In What Our Speech Disrupts, Katharine 
Haake explores powerfully the intersec- 
tions of creative writing, composition, 
feminism, and critical theory. Haake 
offers provocative considerations of writing and teaching, 
side by side with hands-on practical features including sam- 
ple assignments and ready-to-use classroom strategies, as 
well as an extended glossary of terms. Haake draws on her 
own evolution as a student, a writer, and a teacher and 
includes many student texts. 2000-2001 NCTE Comprehensive 
Title. Approx. 280 pp. 2000. Coll. ISBN 0-8141-5671-1. 

,No. 56711-1600 $34.95 ( $28.95) ^ 
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Inventing a Discipline 

Rhetoric Scholarship in Honor of 

Richard E. Young 

Maureen Daly Goggin, editor 




The contributors to this critical volume 
study a diverse array of disciplinary 
issues, situate their work in a wide 
matrix of theoretical perspectives, and engage in multiple 
modes of inquiry and in multiple discourses. Representing 
several generations of scholars now active in rhetoric and 
composition, the essays reveal Young's influence and offer a 
partial genealogy of the field. Collectively, these essays 
offer multiple perspectives on and methodologies for the 
pressing issues surrounding the study and teaching of liter- 
ate practices. 2000-2001 NCTE Comprehensive Title. 480 pp. 
2000. Coll. ISBN 0-8141-2375-9. 

VNo. 23759-1600 $34.95 (^8.95) 
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Lesbian and Gay Studies and the 
Teaching of English 

Positions, Pedagogies, and Cultural 
Politics 

William J. Spurlin, editor 



Lesbian and Gay Studies and the Teaching of 
English is a wide-ranging, international col- 
lection that provides a contemporary overview of issues of 
sexual orientation that relate to teaching and learning in 
English. Spurlin has pulled together an eclectic set of essays, 
from the personal to the political. Teachers worldwide theorize 
lesbian, gay, and transgendered positions in the classroom, 
offer pedagogical strategies for teaching lesbian and gay stud- 
ies, and examine the broader social and political contexts that 
shape classroom discourse and practices. 2000-2001 NCTE 
Comprehensive Title. Approx. 320 pp. K-Coll. ISBN 0-8141-2794-0. 
No. 27940-1600 $33.95 ($27.95) 
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